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NOTICE.

At the time of his departure from India, in 1860, Dr. Bal-
lantyne left with me the MS. of his revised translation of the
Sénkhya Aphorisms. Ile had already printed 32 pages, and I
undertook to carry tho remainder through the press for him;
while he promised to send from England an Introduction on
the Sénkhya Philosophy. I must plead my many engage-
ments at the time as an excuse for the misprints which
unfortunately escaped me in the sheets under my .charge. I
subjoin a list of those which I have noticed. - The serious
omission at the foot of p. 32 must have arisen from some
blunder of the printers, when the printing of the work re-
commenced after the author’s departure. My friend Dr.
T. E. Hall, who looked over Dr. Ballantyno’s papers, informs
me that he found nothing among them in any way relating to
tho promised Introduction. We must, thorefore, bo content
with the bare translation as it stands, and accept it as the last
contribution to the cause of Sanskrit literature from one, of
whom, in spite of his occasional hasty judgments and inaccu-
racies, British India has good reason to be proud.

E. B. COWELL.

LonpoN, DeceMBeR 61H, 1865.

[Brs. Ixp. N. Ser. No. 81.]






ERRATA.

Page 32, last line, after « for, if ” add, ¢ Liberation were to be effected by
acts (such as sacrifices,) then since the acts involve a variety of
pains, Liberation itself (on the principle that every effect in-
clndes the qualitics of its cause,) would include a variety of

pains.]”

44, line 1,

”

59,
60,
67,
88,
101,

110,
117,
118,
124,
128,
131,
136,
4],
143,
162,
160,
163,
167,
168,
»

170,

”

”

”

”

’”

15,
1,
1,

16,
9,

20,

24,
1,
20,

last line,

line 24,

”

”»

”

”

”

”

”»

14,
10,
21,

1,
19,
15,
30,

for qay
» 993
”» W‘

» fafeafy:
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-

read Q93
» Q98
”» ‘ﬁa'
” W‘
» afatE

dele the bracket [ after * otherwise,” and insert it in

line 21 before ¢ of doctrines.”

Jor < He next,”
» Hfa-

»  “by”
before “and thus ”
Jor “though,”
after “ qualities”

Jor III
» R st
» @

»  EYNS

»  ETEERA
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w o ]

read *[He next.”
y»  ““of.”
insert [

read ¢ through.”
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read 1I.
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THE

SANKHYA APHORISMS

oF

KAPILA.

BOOK 1.

w9 Fafvg TR ey 1 I

Aph, 1.—Well, the complete cessa-

tion of pain [which is] of three kinds
is the complete end of man.

7 TR AT e § I

The end, the sxmmuns bo- Aph. 2.—The. effectuation of this
num, is not Lo be attained by [complete cessation of pain] is not [to
ordinary means. be expected] by means of the visible
[—means of obviating evil, such as wealth, &ec.—], for we sco
[—on the loss of wealth, &c.—] restoration [of the misery and
cvil] after [its temporary] cessation.

o
NEREF AR AN ARG ENEEH 1 3 |l
The question whetler the Apk. 3.—[Lct us consider the doubt
;’;:f ;::szx: :; Z;“;‘;f:,’gm',’:"; that] the soul’s desire [the cessation of
tmeans, pain—may result] from [recurrent and
sustained] cxertious for the obviation [of pain], as in the case
of the obviation of daily hunger. : '
B

The summum bonum.



2 T%he Sdnklya Aphorisms. DBook I.

-
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Apk. 4.~—This [method of pallia-
tives], is to be rejected by those who
are versed in evidence, because it is not everywhere possible [to
employ it at all], and beeause, even if this were possible, there
would be an impossibility as regards [ensuring] the perfect
fitness [of the appliances].

[ ~ e N\
SRR 1 AT G sHa: 1Y 1)

Seriptural evidence in fa- Apk. 5.—Also [an inferior method
vour of this view. of riddance from “ the ills that flesh is
heir to,” ought not to be adopted] because of tho pre-eminence
of Liberation [from ¢ Bondage,’—as proved] by the text [of
scripture declaratory] of the pre-eminence above all else [—of
Liberation, as the effectual remedy].

SfaReERAT |1 € 1

Aplk. 6.—And there is no diflerence
between the two, [—no differcnce in
the applicability of liberation, as the remedy, on either of the
suppositions, which we shall now consider, viz., that the bondage
is essential or that it is adventitious.]

A QWEAT TR ATETHATIRAfAf: 19 1)
Liberation must b possible, Apk. 7.—There were no rule in the
;Z::e ;:“ ::;::n“d would mot enjoining of means for the liberation
of one bound essentially, [—because,
~—+to explain the meaning by an illustration,—fire cannot
be liberated from its Zea? which is essential to it,—since that
which is essential exists as long as the substance exists.””] ‘

A IE A S O IUANTHIEH || & ||

Soripture would be wuga- Ajzk 8.—Since an essential nature
- bory if pain were inevitable. 45 jrmperishable, unauthoritativeness,

betokened by impracticableness, [would be chargeable against

This suggestion negatived,

An objection met.



The Chief End of Man.  ° 3

the scripture, instructing ue to get free from pain, if pain were
cssential to humanity :—and this is out of the question,—
Scripture being assumed here, as in all others of the six systems,
to be an exact measure of truth].

ATRTRTRTEIER STFIRI 1l € 1

An impracticable injunc- Aph. 9.—There is no rule where
Lion is no rsle. something impossible is enjoined ;
though it Je enjoined, it is no injunction [ but only the sem-
blance of an injunction ; because it stands to reason that not even
the Veda can make one see sense in an absurdity.”]

-
YaIZIRITEA |l Qo |l

A doubt whether the cssc- Aph. 10.—If [some onc says]—as
tial bo not removeable. in the casc of white cloth, or of a sced,
[—something essential may be not irremoveable; then he will
find his answer in the next aphorism. The doubter is supposed
to argue—** the destruction even of what is essential (—in spite
of what is stated under Aph. 7—) is scen; as for example, the
essential whiteness of white cloth is removed by dyeing, and the
essential power of germination in a sced is removed by fire.
Thercfore, according to the analogy of the white cloth and the
seed, it is possible that there should be the removal of the
bondage of the soul even though it were essential. So too there

may be (without any impropriety) the enjoinment of the means
thereof.”]

~ N
TRRATRAAL T I QL I
Docision that o essential Aph. 11.—Since both pereeplible-
property may be hidden but  ncss and [subsequent] non-percepti-
#ot remo
bleness may belong to some power
[which is indestructible], it is not something impracticable that
is enjoined [when one is directed to render some indestructible
power imperceptible. “In regard cven to the two examples
mentioned in Aph. 10, people do not give an injunction for the
positive destruction of something essential, which is indestruc-
2



4 The Sdankhya Aphorisms. Book I,

tible. Why do we say this ? Because in these two instances of
the perceptibleness and non-perceptibleness of a power,—the
powers, namely, of appearing white, and of germinating,—there
are merely the manifestation and afterwards the Ziding of the
whiteness, &c., but not the removal of the whiteness or of the
power of germination ;—because—that is to say—the whiteness
of the dyed cloth and the germinating power of the roasted seed
can again be Dbrought out by the processes of the lleacher,
in the case of the dyed cloth,—and by the will of the Yog{—the
possessor of supernatural powers,—in the case of the roasted
seed.”—An example more in accordance with modern views,
when the Scientist has superseded the Yog7, would be that of
Chlorine—with its suffocating odour hidden. by union with
Sodium in culinary salt, but ready to reappear—fresh in its inde-
etructibility—on the addition of Sulphuric Acid and black Oxide
of Manganese, But the destruction of Bondage is enjoined ;—
hence it cannot be essential to man. “ Wishing to disprove also
the notion that it is the result of some adherent cause, he rejects
the various supposable causes, viz., Time &c.”]

A HEIWTAT AT R FIGRAT 1R

Time, which applies fo all, Apk. 12.—Not from connection with

:m ab;f ?;a:;.m of the time [does bondage befall the soul], be-

cause this, all-pervading and eternal,

is etornally associated [with alZ, and not with those alone who
are in bondage].

9 QUITTAL SAATA I 3 11

Place, for the same reason, Apk. 18.—Nor [does bondage arise]
oannof Be the cause, from connection with place either, for
the same reason.

o
AR LEIHETARL: 11 98 1|
The sonl is not kept in Apk. 14.—Nor [does the bondage
bondage by ils being condi- of the soul arise] from its being con-

tioned. i . . .
ditioned [by its standing among cir-



Soul’s Bondage reflectional only. 5

cumsiances that clog it by limiting it], becauso /kaf is the fact
in regard to [not the soul but] the dody.

TR ST LA 11 U 1l

e soul iv absolute. Ap.ﬁ. 15.-.—-Beeuuse thi? .soul is [u.n.
associated with any conditions or cir-
cumstances that could serve as its bonds:—it is] absolute.
[“The word /i here shows that it, i. c. the asscrtion conveyed
in the aphorism, is a rcason,—the construction, with the pre-
ceding aphorism, being this, that, since the soul is unassociated,
it belongs only to the Jody to be conditioned.””]

A TR AT 1|

The fruit of works belongs Apk. 16.—Nor [does the bondage
wot to the soul. of soul arise] from any work, because
these are the property of another, [viz., the mind,] and because
it [the bondage] might be eternal [if the case were as you
imagine ; for, ¢ if through a property of another, the bondage of
one quite distinet could take place, then bondage might befall
cven the liberated”’—through some acts of some ono clse.]

TR REEE 1 o 1

m’;t“ that the bondage Aph. 17.~If it were the property
must belong to the coul, and of any other, then there could not be
not to the mind merely. diverse experience, [—* there could be
no such different experience as one man’s experiencing pain and
another man’s not,” for, it must be remembered, it is not in
point of mind but of sou/ that men are held by Kapila to be
numerically different ;—* therefore it must be admitted that
pain is connected with the soul also. And this (pain that
belongs to the soul) is in the shape merely of a reflection of the
pain” that attaches to its own attendant organism].

\
yfAffaNArE § aenfy raEH 1
Nature is not the imme. APk 18.—If [you say that the
diale cawse of the sonls sgoul’s bondage arises] from Nature as
bondage. its cause, [then I say] no,—[because]
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that also isa dependent thing, [—* because that also, i. e. Na.
ture also, is dependent (—for its power of seemingly binding or
influencing soul—) on the conjunction which is to he mentionod
in the next aphorism.” ¢ Thercfore, since Nature can be the
cause of bondage only as depending on something elso (—i. e.
on the conjunction to be mentioned in the next aphorism), through
this very sort of conjunction it follows that the bondage is r¢flec-
tional,—like the heat of water due to the conjunction of fire,”
—water being held to be essentially cold, and only to seem hot
while the heat continues in conjunction with it].

a T weNEe AAurgaETEad Il < I

What veally s the vela- Apk. 19.—But not without the
tion of its bomdage to the conjunction thereof [i. e. of Nature]
soul. is there the connection of that [i. e.
of pain] with that [viz. the soul] which is ever essentially a pure
and free intelligence,—[while the bondage of the soul is reflee-
tional—and not inherent in it either cssentially or adventitiously.
¢ For if bondage were produced by the conjunction (of the soul)
with nature, as colour is produced by heating (—in the ease of
a jar of black clay which becomes red in the baking—), then,
just like that, it would continue even after disjunction
therefrom,”—as the red colour remains in the jar after the fira
of the brick-kiln has been cxtinguished,—whereas the red colour
occasioned in a crystal vase by a China-rose, while it occurs noé
without the China-rose, ceases on the removal thereof. ¢ Next
he rejects certain causes of [the soul’s] bondage preferred by
others.”] :

~
ARRTAT SEFGA AT U %o ||
The Veddntio tenat on this Aph. 20.—Not from Ignorance, too,
point disputed. [does the soul’s bondage, as the
Vedéntin holds, arise], because that which is not a reality is
not adapted to binding,—[for “the binding of any one with a
rope merely dreamt of was never witnessed.”’]



The FPedinta confuted. 1

g fErTe iR I

Freddnti tevade APR 21.—If it [‘Ignorance’] &e
ev .
lhezo',;;'ectiou .S.’bf.f'.’.':"ft.u.f . [asserted by you to be] a reality, then

ing imeelf- there is an abandonrent of the [Ve
déntic] tenet [by you who profess to follow the Veddnta].

frenAERATITY Il %% I

- Apk. 22.—And [if you assume
lhﬂ%'v;echmot ot ¢ Ignorance’ to be areality, then] there
: would be a duality through [there
being] something of a different kind [from soul,—which you
asserbers ofenon-duality cannot contemplate allowing. “ For the
followers of the Veddnta, asserting non-duality, hold that there
is neither a duality through there being something of the same
kind with soul nor through there being something of a different

kind.”]
o
farRgmERd 39 11 33
The Fedintin wust ot Aph. 23.—If [the Vedéintin alleges,
allege that  Ignorance’ is at regarding ‘Ignorance,’ that] it is in
once real and unreal. tho shape of both these opposites,

[—then we shall say Nay, for the reason to be assigned in the
next aphorism].

¢
| ATTRIZTRHAA: 11 %8 |1
There is no such thing as a Apk. 24.—[To the suggestion that

thing at once real and wn- ¢ Igmorance’ is at once real and unreal,

real. we say] no,—because no such thing is
known [as is at once real and unreal].

. N AN A
7 74 GTERATEA AN A Il ¥y I
A question whether the Vo- Aphk. 25.—[Possibly the Veddntin

dantin is bound to avoid self- may remonstrate—] “We arc nob

conéradiction. asserters of any Six Categorics like the
Vais'eshikas and others” [—like the Pais'eshikas who arrange all
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things under six heads, and the Naiydyikas who arrange them
under sixteen ;—* therefore we hold that there és such a thing
—unknown though it be (to people in general)—as ¢ Ignorance’
which is at once real and unreal, or (if you prefer it) which
differs at once from the real and the unreal (—see Veddnta-sdra
§21—), because this is established by proofs,” secriptural or
otherwise, which are satisfactory to us, although they may not
comply with all the technical requisitions of Gautama’s scheme
of argumentative exposition,—see Nyfiya Aphorisms, Aph. 36.
This Ved4ntic pretence of evading the objection by disallowing
the categories of the Ny4ya, he disposes of as follows.]

sfaaa sfi TATHRE SN ST -
afEaHEH | ¢ I

The self-contradiotory is Apk. 26,—Even although this be not
altogethor inadmissible. compulsory [that the categories be reck-
oned six or sixteen], there is no aceeptance of the inconsistent,
else we come to the level of children and madmen and the like :—
[for, “let there be no system of categories, still, since Jeing and
not-being are contradictory, it is impossible for any disciples to
admit, merely on your worship’s assertion, a thing at once
real and unreal, which is inconsistent,—contrary to all fitness;
otherwise we might as well accept also the self-contradictory
assertions of children and the like ;—such is the meaning.”]

AR TR S 1 R I

The horstioal theory of « AP 2T.—[The bondage] thereof,
auocession of momentary 05 moreover, is not caused by any influ.
Jects from all eternily, . ,
causing the souls bm@a, ence of objects from all eternity, [as
rejected. those imagine who assert that thore
exist external objects, of momentary duration individually, each
being, however, replaced by its fac-simile the next instant, so
that the uninterrupted series of productions becomes something
cquivalent to continuous duration, and so that by the influence

of thesc the bondage of the soul is occasioned.]
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A thing camnot act where  Aph. 28.  Also between the external
¥ is not. and the internal there is not the rela-
tion of influenced and influencer, because there is a local separa-
tion, as there is between him that stays at Srughna and him
that stays at Pdtaliputra, [—and, “in the opinion of these
(persons whose theory we are at present objecting to), the soul
is circumscribed, residing entirely within the body; and that
which is thus witkin cannot stand in the relation of the influenced
and the influencer as regards an exfernal ohject. Why? Because
they are separated in regard to place, like two persons the one
of whom remains in Srughna and the other in Pétaliputra ;—
such is the meaning. Because the affection which we call
¢ intluence’ (vdsand) is seen only when there is conjunction,—such
as that of madder and the cloth (—to which it gives its colour—)
or that of flowers and the flower-basket (—to which they impart
their odour.””) And if these heretics reply * The influence of
objeets (on the soul) may be asserted, because there is a contact
with the object, inasmuch as the soul, according to us, goes to
the place of the object, just as the senses according to your
worship,” then we declare as follows.]

FATRAS NEINIWITE T |1 % ||

On the heretical view the Apk. 29. [Itis impossible that the
Jree soul would be equally soul’s bondage should arise] from an
liable to bondage. . . .

influence received in the same place
[where the ohject is, because, in that case,] there would be no
distinction between the two [-—the bond and the free,—the free
soul, according to this hypothesis, being just as liable to come
across objects as any other—].

'\
HEgaETEA | jo |
The Rerctic's allompled Apk. 30. 1f [the heretic, wishing to
defence. save his theory, suggests that a differ-
¢
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ence between the two cases—does exist] in virtue of the wunseen
[—i. e. of merit and demerit,—then he will find his answer in
the next aphorism. We suppose the heretic to argue— But
then, granting that they (the free soul and the bound) are alike
in respect of their coming into contact with objects, when they
become conjoined with them in one and the same locality, yet
the reception of the influence may result merely from the force of
the unscen”—i. e. from the merit or demerit of this or that
soul,—the soul that is liberated alike from merit and demerit
being able to encounter with impunity the object that would
enchain one differently circumstanced. ]

el ey Y
A TH AR PSR TRTTERATE: 11§ |

Each back must bearits  Aph. 8l. They [—the soul to-day
ows durden. and the soul to-morrow, on your theory
of momentary duration,] cannot stand in the relation of deserver
and bestower, since the two do not belong to one and the same
time; [—¢ that is to say, since, in thy opinion, the agent and
the patient are distinct, and do not belong to the same time
(—Dbelieving, as thou heretically dost, not only that odjects
momentarily perish and are replaced, but that the duration of
souls also is of a like description—), there is positively no such
relation (between the soul at one time and its successor at
another) as that of deserver and bestower (or transmitter of its
merits or demerits) ; because it is impossible that there should
be an influence of objects taking effect on a patient (—say the
soul of to-day—) occasioned by the ¢ unseen’ (merit or demerit)
belonging to an agent” (—say the soul of yesterday—), which,

on the hypothesis in question, is a numerically different indivi-
dual.]

e
qaEARIEA < 1 gy |
Whether merit may or may Apk. 82, If [the heretic suggests that]
sot be imputed. the case is like that of the ceremonies
in regard to a son, [—then he will find his reply by looking



The Theory of Incessant Fluz. Il

forward. The heretic—admitting the principle that the merit or
demerit of an act belongs entirely to the agent—may urge that
“ as the son is benefited by ceremonies in regard to a son,—such
as that (ceremony—see Colebrooke’s Hindd Law, vol. 8, p. 104
—celebrated) in anticipation of conception,—which (no doubt)
belongs to the fatker (who performs the ceremonies to propitiate
the gods),—in like manner there may be an influence of objects
on the expericncer (—say the soul of to-day—) through the
merit or demerit that belongs even to a different subject (—say
the soul of yesterday—) : such is the meaning” of the heretic.
He refutes this by showing that the illustration is not a fact.]

. -
Mifig % A9 RET T = a1 miE
G Il gg 1

This will not help the here-  APA. 33, [Your illustration proves
lic's argument. nothing,] for on ¢Zat theory [of you
heretics], there is no one permanent soul which could be conse-
crated by the ceremonics in anticipation of coneeption, &e. [—i. c.
““on thy theory moreover the benefit of the son, by means of the
performance of the ceremonics in anticipation of conception, &c.y
could not even take place,—because, on that theory there is not
one (self-identical) soul, continuing from the time of conception
to birth, which could be consecrated (by the ceremonies in ques-
tion) so as to be a fit subject for the duties that pertain to the
time subscquent to birth (—such as the investiture with the
sacred thread, for which the young brdhman would not be a fit
subject if the ceremonies in anticipation of his conception had
been omitted—); and thus your illustration is not a real one”
on your own theory ;—(it is not a thing that you can assert as a
fact.) “ And according to my theory also your illustration is not
a fact, seeing that it s possible that the benefit to the son should
arise from the merit deposited in the son by means of the cere-
mony regarding the son, for it is animplied tenet (of my school)
that it (the soul) is permanent (in its self-identity,—so that it is

(O
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a conceivable depositary of merit), and there is the injunction’
of Manu—ch, 2. v. 26.—, with regard to the ceremonies in
question, which proceeds on the assumption of the possibility of
imputed righteousness].

 fermmfeR: afases 1 §8 1

Whthr Sondage 400 may .Apﬁ. 34. Since there is no such
not be momentary asd so re- thing as a permanent result [—may
gueire w0 cause. some other argue on the heretical view],
—the momentariness [of bondage also is to be admitted. “ And
thus the position fallen back upon is, that bondage need have
no cause at all. And this is the application of the argument—
viz.—

(1) Bondage, &ec., is momentary :—

(2) Because it exists :—and ‘

(3) Every thing that exists is momentary, as the apex
of the lamp-flame, or the like.

And (—continues the heretic—) this (reason—viz. ¢exis-
tence’—) does not extend #nduly (—as you may object—) to the
case of (what you choose to regard as a permanent product, such
‘as) a jar or the like, because ¢t4af also (in my opinion) is like the
subject in dispute (in being momentary),—this being precisely
what is asserted in the expression ¢ Since there is no suck thing
ps a permanent result.’ ”’]
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The fact of recognition Aph. 85. .Nay—[we reply to these
proves that things ars mat heretics,—things are 70f momentary in

momoniary. their duration], for the absurdity of
this is proved by recognition :—[*“ in fact notking is momentary,
because the absurdity of its being momentary follows from the
opposite argument to yours taken from such facts of recognition
as * What I saw,—that same do I touch,’—(an argument which
may be fully stated as follows)—viz,
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(1) Bondage, &c., is a permanent thing (—not a
momentary thing—) ;

(2) Because it exists :—and

(8) Every thing that exists is a permanent thing,—as
a jar, or the like.”’]
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That things are momesta- Apk. 36. And [things are not mo-
ryis conlradicled by Scrip- mentary] because this is contradicted
ture and reasoning. by Scripture and by reasoning :— [ that
is to say,—nothing is momentary, because the principle that the
whole world, consisting of eflects and causes, is momentary, is
contradicted by such texts as this—viz. ¢ All this, O ingcnuous
one, was antecedently existing,’—and by such scriptural and
other arguments as this, viz.  How should what exists proceed
from the non-existent ?’ ”’]
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The hevetic's illnstrationis  Apk. 37. And [we reject the argu.
wot @ truth. ment of this heretic] because his in-
stance is not a fact :—[“that is to say,—the principle of the
momentariness of all things is denied, because this momentary
character does not in fact belong to such instances as the apex
of the lamp-flame (on which thou, heretic, dost ground thy
generalization) :—moreover thou quite errest in regard to momen-
tariness in that instance from not taking account of the minute
and numerous instants (really included in a duration the latens
processus’ of which thou failest to discern). Moreover if the
momentary duration of things be asserted, then there can be no
such thing as the relation of cause and effect in the case of the
earth and the jar, and the like. And you must not say that
there s no such thing as the relation of cause and efect, because
it is proved to be u reality by the fact that otherwise there would
be no such thing as the efforts of him who desires an effect (—
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and who therefore sets in operation the causes adapted to its
production). With reference to this he declares as follows.” }—
e Ly
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The cansal relation is wot Apk. 38. It is not Dbetween two
:.o:-l«;:m “oﬁzl;ga that arise #i- things coming simultaneously into ex-
) istence that the relation of cause and

effect exists,— [for, let us ask,—* does the relation of product
and material cause exist between the earth and the jar as simul-
tancously coming into (their supposed momentary) existence, or
as successive? Not the first,—because there is nothing to deter-
mine that, and because we should not in that case find the man
who wants a jar operating with earth, &c., (with a view to the

jar’s subsequent production.) Neither is it the last,—in regard
to which he declares as follows.”]
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_ A product cannot survive Aph. 39. Because when the antece-
its substantial cause. dent departs, the consequent is incom-
* petent [either to arise or to survive it.]
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) Apk. 40. Moreover not, [on the
,‘zu"t'faf;’:;:t:z’p,%w?t theory of the momentary duration of
m'zf’» if things be mo- things, can there be such a relation as

that of cause and effect,] because while
the one [the antecedent] exists, the other [the consequent] is
incompatible, because the two keep always asunder. [ To com-
plete the aphorism we must say,—‘moreover, (on the theory
objected to) there can be no such relation as that of cause and
effect, because at the time when the antecedent exists, the conse-
quent cannot co-exist with it, the two being mutually exclusive.’
The two suggesters of the relation of cause and effect are (1)
this concomitancy of affirmatives-—that while the product exists,
the substance thereof exists, and (2) this concomitancy of nega-
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tives—that when the substance no longer exists, the product no
longer cxists :—and these two (conditions—on gour theory—)
cannot be, because, since things (in your opinion) are momentary
in their duration, the two (—viz., the substance and the product
—), inasmuch as they are antecedent and consequent, belong
to opposite times,”—(and cannot therefore co-exist,—for the
product—according to you—does not come into existence until
its substance has perished, which is contrary to the nature of
the cansal relation just defined. DBut then the heretic may say
—do not let the co-existence of substance and product be insisted
upon as indispensable to the causal relation between the two,—
but) “let the nature of a cause belong to the substantial cause, as
it belongs to the snstrumental cause, in respect merely of its
antecedence. 'To this we reply as follows.”]

-
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Antecedence to the produce APk 41, If there were merely an-
does not dislinguish the Mat-  {ecedence, then there would be no deter-
ter from the Instrument., . . . .

mination [of a substantial or material

cause as distinguished from an instrumental cause; but—as
we need scarcely remind you—, ““that there 45 a distinction
between substantial and instrumental causes, the whole world
is agreed. Other heretics say—* Since no thing exists except
Thought, neither docs Bondage, any more than the things of a
dream. Therefore it has no cause, for it is absolutely false.” He
rcjects the opinion of these” as follows].
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We have the evidence of Aph. 42. Not Thought alone exists,
Inluilion for the Eclernalas  hecause there is the intuition of the
well as the Internal. . .
external :—[““ that is to say—the reali-

ty is not Thought alone, because cxternal objects also are proved
to cxist, just as Thought is, by intuition.” * But then (these
heretics may rejoin)—* From the example of intuitive perception
in dreams (cf. Butler’s Analogy, Part 1. ch. 1.), we find this (—
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your supposed evidence of objective reality—) to exist even in
the absence of objects I’ To this we reply.”]

Y
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The denial of the external Apk. 43. Then, since, if the one
amownts to Nikilisps. - does not exist, the other does not exist,
there is a void [—i. e. nothing exists at all. “ Why ? Because
if the external does not exist, then tZougkt does not exist. For
it is intuition that proves the objective, and if the intuition of the
external did not establish the objecctive, then the intuition of
thought also would not establish the existence of thought.”
¢ Then Jet the reality be a mere void ;—and therefore the search-
ing for the cause of Bondage is unfitting, just because a void is
all :—with such a proposal (as recorded in the next ‘aphorism)
does (some one who may claim the title of) the very crest-gem
of the heretics rise up in opposition.”]
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The heretio goes the lmgth  APh. 44. The reality is the void;
of asserting sheer Nikilism.  what is, perishes,—because to perish is
the habit of things:—[“ The void alone (—says this prince of
heretics,—or the fact that nothing exists at all—) is the reality
(—or the only truth—). Since every thing that exists perishes,
and that which is perishable is false, as is a dream, therefore as
of all things the beginnings and endings are merely nonentities,
Bondage, &c., in the midst (of any beginning and ending), has
merely a momentary existence,—is phenomenal and not real.
Therefore wko can be bound by what 7—this (question) is what
we rest upon.” ¢ The reason assigned for the perishableness of
whatever exists is ¢ because to perish is the habit of things,’—
because to perish (or vanish into nothing) is the very nafure of
things. But nothing continues after quitting its own nafure
(;—so that nothing could continue if it ceased to perish),—such
is the meaning.”’]

b. He rejects [this heretical view.]
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Nihilism denied, as'the in- Apk. 45. This is a mere counter-
discerplible is indestructible. gggortion of unintelligent persons—
[“i. e., of blockheads,—a mere idle counter-assertion, that a
thing must needs be perishable decause it erists; (and such an
assertion is idle) because things that are not made up of parts,
since there is no cause of the destruction of such things, cannot
perish. But what need of many words? It is not the fact that
even products perish, for, just as by the cognition that ¢ the jar
is old’ [we mean that it has passed from the condition of new
to that of old], so too by such a cogunition as this that ¢ the jar
has passed away,’ it is only settled that the jar, or the like, in
the condition of having passed away, still is.”’]

-
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" Aph. 46. Moreover this [nihilistic
Nihilism is open to the . . .
same objsctions as both the theory is not a right one] because it

‘m:ny and the Ideal 1,35 the same fortune as both the views

[which were confuted just before by
the fact of recognition, (—which is at least as little consistent
with Nihilism as it is with the momentary duration of things),
and the iuntuition of the external,—see Adpks. 35 and 42.
“ Moreover as for the opinion which is accepted by these (here-
tics)—viz. ¢ Let the mere void (of absolute nonentity) be the
soul’s aim and summum bonum, since hercin consist at once the
cessation of pain (—which cannot continue when there is abso-
lutely notking)—and also the means thereof (—since there can
be no further means required for the removal of any thing if it
be settled that the thing positively does not exist),’—this too
can hardly be,—so he declares as follows”].

(N
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The soul's aim it nol anni- Aphk. 47. In ncither way [—whether
hilation. as a means or as an end—] is this [an-
nihilation] the soul’s aim, [-—*“because the whole world agrees

D
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that the aim of the soul consists in the joys, &c., that shall abide
wn it,—that is to say, because (¢key hold, while) you do not hold,
that theve is a permanent soul,”—sec Aphs. 33—in respeet of
which the liberation or beatification should be possible or even

predicable].
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It is by wo movement that ~ pk.48. Not from any kind of motion
the soul gets into bondage.  __[such as its entrance into a body—
does the soul’s bondage result as some have imagined].
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What s all-pervading does Aphk. 49. Because this is impossible
ol change place. for what is inactive [—or, in other
words, without motion, as the soul is, because all-pervading,—and
therefore incapable of changing its place].

Ly ¢
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Were the soul limited it dpk, 50. [We cannot admit that the
might be perishable. soul is other than all-pervading, becausc}
by being limited, ¥ince it would come under the same conditions
as jars, &e., [in being made up of parts, and hence destructible,]
there would be a contradiction to our tenet [of its imperishable-
ness).
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Soul moves not, any more Apk. 51. The [Vedic] text regard-
than Space. ing the motion [of the soul}, moreover,
is [applicable only] because of the junction of an attendant, as
in the case of the Ether [or Space, which moves not, though we
talk of the space enclosed in a jar, as moving with the jar,
¢ Since there are such proofs of the soul’s unlimitedness as the
declaration that ¢It is eternal, omnipresent, permanent,” the
text regarding its motion is to be explained as having reference
to a movement pertaining (not to the soul but) to an atten-
dant ;”’—viz. Nature].
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The bowdage of the soxd is Apk. 52. Nor moreover [does the
no remult of any merit or bondage of the soul result from the
desmerit. . . .o
merit or demerit arising] from works,
because these belong not thereto,—see Aph. 16].
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Else bondage might cling ~ Aph. 53. 1I the case were otherwise
even to the emancipaled. [than as I say], then it [the bondage
of the soul] might extend unduly [even to the emancipated, for
the same reasons as those stated under Aph. 16].
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Apk. b4. And this [opinion that
a;,:gﬁ,ﬁ;’il;fthf'gz': the bondage of the soul arises from
al noti the soul's rela-
sl ot ‘lf::d:{g b souls rela-  any ?f t:heae causes alleged by the
v heretics] is contrary to such texts as the
one that declares it [the soul] to be without qualities ;—and so
much for that point. [The case then stands thus, that « the
immediate cause of the bondage of the soul is just the conjunc-
tion of Nature and of the soul.”’]
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" How the trus cause of bond- Aph. 55. Moreover the conjunction
age affects wot the emanci- thereof [viz. of Soul and Nature,] does
pated. not, through non-discrimination, take
place [in the case of the emancipated], nor is there a parity [in
this respect between the emancipated and the unemancipated,
as the heretics object there must be]. )
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ST Aph. 56. The removal of it [viz.
Non-discriminalion is re- . . .
moveable by discriminatios non-discrimination—] is to be effected
alone. by the necessary means, just like dark-
ness, [which is removed by light alone].
D2
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The discrimination of Na- Apk. 57. Since the non-discrimina-
ture, as other than soul, in- tion of other things [such as the body,
voloes all disorimination. the human understanding, &ec., from
soul] results from the non-discrimination of Nafure [from soul],
the cessation of this will take place on the cessation of that
Nature, [from which, the body, the human understanding, &ec.,
arise. “ The state of the case is thie; as, when the soul has
been discriminated from dody, it is impossible but that it should
be discriminated from the colour and other properties—the effects
of the body (which is the substantial cause of its own properties),
—s0, by parity of reasoning,—from the departure of the cause—
when soul, in its character of unalterableness &ec., has been dis-

eriminated from Nature, it is impossible that there should remain
a concgit of (the soul’s being any of) the products thereof (i. e.
of Nature), such as the ¢ understanding’ and the like, which have
the character of being modifications (of primal Naturc, while the
goul, on the other hand, is a thing unalterable). “ But then (some
one may say)—if we admit the soul’s bondage (at one time)
and its freedom (at another), and its discrimination (at one
time) and its non-discrimination (at another), then thisis in
contradiction to the assertion (in Aph. 19) thatit is ¢ ever essen-
tially a pure and free intelligence :’—and it is in contradiction to
such texts as this—viz,,—¢ The absolute truth is this, that neither
is there destruction (of the soul), nor production (of it), nor is
it bound, nor is it an effecter (of any work), nor is it desirous of
liberation, nor is it indeed liberated’—(seeing that that cannot de-
sire or obtain liberation, which was never dound). This charge of
inconsistency he repels as follows.””]
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The bondage of the soul is Aphk. 58.—It is merely verbal, and
merely verbal. not a reality, [this so-called bondage of
the soul,] since it [the bondage] resides in the mind [and not in
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the soul :—for * since bondage &c. all reside only in the mind (and
not in the soul), all this, as regards the .sonl, is merely verbal—
i. e. it is ¢ vox et praeterea nihil,’—because it is merely a reflection
like the redness of (pellucid) crystal (when a China-rose is near
it) ; but not a reality, with no false imputation, like the reduess
of the China-rose itself. Hence there is #0 contradiction to what
bad been said before,”—as the objector would insinuate.]
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Aphk. 59.—Moreover it [the non-dis-
J&Ta:;d u?:; d:::::ly crimination of Soul from Nature—] is
;‘,;?":; on the ground of pof to be removed by argument, as that
1y or of Inference.
of the person pen plexed about the points
of the compass [is not to be removed] without immediate cogni-
tion [—i. e. without his directly perceiving how the points of the
compass really iie,—to which immediate perception ¢ testimony’
or ‘ inference’ may conduce, but the necessity of which these media
or instruments of knowledge cannot supersede. A man with the
jaundice perceives white objects as if they were yellow. He may
tufer that the piece of chalk which he looks at is really white; or
he may believe the festimony of a friend that it ¢ white ; but still
nothing will remove his erroneous perception of yellowness in the
chalk except a direct perception of its whiteness. * Having thus,
then, set forth the fact that Liberation results from the immediate
discrimination (of soul from Nature), the next thing to be set forth
is—what is meant by the ¢ discrimination,’ here referred to ;”” and
“this being the topic, in the first place since, only if soul and
Nature exist, liberation can result from the diserimination of the
one from the other, therefore—that ¢ instrument of right know-
ledge’ (pramdna) which establishes the existence of these (two
imperceptible realities) is first to be set forth.”]
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The “evidence for things Aphk. 60.—The knowledge of things
imperceplible. imperceptible is by means of Inference,
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as that of fire [when not directly pereeptible] is by means of
smoke, &o. [“ Moreover, it is to be understood that that which
is (true, but yet is) not established by ¢ Inference,’ is established
by Revelation ;—but since ¢ Inference’ is the chief (among the
instruments of knowledge) in this (the Sdunkhya) System,
¢ Inference’ only is laid down (in the aphorism) as the chicf
thing,—but Revelation is not disregarded”” in the Sinkhya sys-
tem,—as will be seen at Aph. 87. “ He next exhibits the order
of creation of those things among which Nature is the first, and
the relation of cause and effect (among these severally), prepa-
ratorily to the argument that will be afterwards stated.”]
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" The twenty-five realitics Apk. 61.—Nature (prakriti) is the
envmorated. state of equipoise of Goodness (3atlwa)
Passion (7ajas) and Darkness (Yamas); from Nature [pro-
ceeds] Mind (makat), from Mind Self-consciousness (akankdra),
from Self-consciousness the five Subtile Elements (Zanmdtra),
and both sets [external and internal] of Organs (indriya), and
from the Subtile Elements the Gross Elements (sthila-lkita).
[Then there is] Soul (puruska) :—such is the class of twenty-five.
(“ The “state of equipoise’ of the three things called ¢ Goodness’
&c., is their being neither less nor more (—one than another—),
that is to say the state of =zof being (developed into) an
effect (in which one or other of them predominates) :—and
thus ¢ Nature’ is the triad of ¢ Qualities’ (juna) distinet from
the products (to which this triad gives rise) ;—such is the
complete meaning.” ¢ These things, viz. ¢ Goodness’ &e., (though
spoken of as the three Qualities), are not ¢ Qualities’ (yuna) in
the Vais'eshika sense of the word, because (the ¢ Qualities’ of
the Vais'eskika system havethemselves no qualities,—see Kanddu’s
16th Aph.—while) f4ese have the qualities of Conjunction, Dis-
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Jjunction, Lightness, Force, Weight, &c. In this Sénkhya sys-
tem, and in Scripture, the word ¢ Quality’ (yuna) is employed
(as the name of the three things in question) because they are
subservient to Soul (and therefore hold a secondary rank iu the
scale of being), and because they form the cords (—which the
word guna also signifies—), viz. ¢ Understanding’ &e., which
consist of the three’ (so called) ¢ Qualities,” and which bind as a
(cow or other) brute-beast, the Soul.” * Of this (Nature) the
principle called the great one’ (makat), viz. the principle of
¢ Understanding’ (buddki), is the product. ¢ Self-consciousness’
is a conceit (of separate personality). Of this there are two
products, (I) the ¢Subtile Elements’ and (2) the two sets of
¢Organs.” The ¢ Subtile Elements’ are (those of) Sound, Touch,
Colour, Taste, and Smell. The two sets of ¢ Organs,’ through
their division into the external and the internal, are of eleven
kinds. The products of the ¢ Subtile Elements’ are the five
‘Gross Elements.” But ¢ Soul’ is something distinet from either
product or cause. Such is the class of twenty-five,—the aggre-
gate of things :—that is to say, besides these there is nothing.”
“ e next, in several aphorisms, declares the order of the infer-
ring” the existence of thesc principles—the one from the other].
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Tho existencs of the ;s.b_ Apk. 62.—[The knowledge of the
:&ﬁ}ﬂm{cgzxﬁmﬁm existence] of the ¢ Subtile Elements’ is
[by inference] from the ¢ Gross Ele-
ments ;’>—[for “ Earth, &c., the ¢ Gross Elements,” are proved to
exist by Perception ; and thereby (—i. e. from that Perception,
—for Perception must precede Inference, as stated in Gautama’s
5th Aphorism—) are the ‘¢ Subtile Elements’ inferrcd—(the
otougéa arorxeiwv of Empedocles) ;—and so the application (of the
process of inference to the case) is as follows :—

(1). The Gross Elements, or those which have not reached the
absolute limit (of simplification, or of the atomic), cousist of
things (—Subtile Elements, or Atoms,—) which have distinct
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qualities, (—the earthy element having the distinctive quality of
Odour, and so of the others) :

(2). Because they are gross :—and

(8). (Everything that is gross is formed of something less
gross, or in other words more subtile,) as jars, webs, &ec.,”’—the
gross web being formed of the less gross threads, and so of the
others.] '
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And thence that of self- Aph. 63.—[The kuowledge of the
conscrousness. existence] of Self-consciousness is [by
inference] from the external and internal [organs] and these
[ Subtile Elements’—mentioned in Aph. 62. “ The appljcation
(of the process of inference to the case) is in the following (some-
what circular) manner :—

(1). The Subtile Elements and the Organs are made up of
things consisting of Sclf-consciousness :—

(2). Because they are products of Self-consciousness :—

(8). Whatever is not so (—i. e. whatever is nof made out of
Self-consciousness—) is not thus (—i. e.is not a product of Sell-
consciousness)—as the Soul—which, not being made up there-
of, is not a product of it.”” * But then if it be thus (i. e. if it be, as
the Sinkhyas declare, that all objects, such as jars, are made up
of Self.conscionsness, while Self-consciousness depends on
¢ Understanding,’ or ¢ Intelleet,” or ¢ Mind,’—the firs¢ product of
¢ Nature’—see Aph. 61—,) then (some one may object, that,)
since it would be the case that the Self-consciousness of the pot-
ter is the material of the jar, the jar made by him would disap-
pear on the beatification of the potter whose ¢ understanding’ then
surceases ; and this (—the objector may go on to say—) is not
found to be the case, because another man (affer the beatification
of the potter) recognizes that ¢ This is that same jar (which you
may remember was fabricated by our deceased acquaintance.)’
In reply to this we say ““ Say not so,—because, on one’s beatifi-
calion, there is an end of only those modifications of his inter-
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nal organ or ‘Intcllect’ which could be causes (as the jar no
longer can be) of the emancipated soul’s experiencing (either good
or ill), but not an end of the modifications of intellect in goneral,
nor (an end) of intellect altogether ;’—so that we might spare
ourselves the trouble of further argument so far as concerns
the objection grounded on the assumption that the intellect
of the potter surceases on his Dbeatification :—but we may
go further and admit, for the sake of argument, the surcease of
the “intellect’ of the beatified potter, without conceding any
necessity for the surcease of his pottery. This alternative theory
of the case may be stated as follows :—* Or (as Berkeley sug-
gests in his Principles of Human Knowledge, ch. vi.) let the
Self-consciousness of the Deily be the cause why jars and the
like continue to exist, and not the Self-consciousness of the
potter,”—who may lose his Sell-consciousness,—whereas the
Deity the sum of all life—Iliranya-garbha (see Veddnta-s'ara
62,) never loses His Self-consciousness while aught living con-
tinues.]
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And thence that of In-  Aph. 64.—[The knowledge of the
bellect, cxistence] of Intellect is [by inference]
from that [Self-consciousness—*That is to say,—by inference
from (the existence of) ¢that’—viz. Self-consciousness—which
is a product, there comes the knowledge of ¢ Intellect’ (buddki)—
the great ‘inner organ’ (anfakkarana) and hence called ¢the
great one’ (makat),—(the existence of which is recognised)
under the character of the cause of this (product—viz. Self-con-
sciousness). And so the application (—again rather circular—
of the process of inference to the case) is as follows :—

(1) The thing called Self-consciousness is made out of the
things that consist of the moods of judgment (or mind),

(2) Because it is a thing which is a product of judgment
(—procceding in the Cartesian order of ‘cogito, ergo sum,)’—
and '

R
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(8) Whatever is not so (—i. e. whatever is nof made out of
judgment or mental assurance—), is not thus (i. e. is not a product
of mental assurance—) as the Soul” (which is not made out of
this or anything antecedent.]

-
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And thenos that of No-  Aph. 65.—[The knowledge of the
ture. existence] of Nature is [by inference]
from that [¢Intellect.’] [“The application (of the process of
inference to the case) is as follows :—

(1) Intellect, the affections whereof are Pleasure, Pain, and
Dulness, is produced from something which has these affections,
—of Pleasure, Pain, and Dulness :—

(2) Because, whilst it is a groduct (and must therefore have
arisen from something consisting of that which it itself now
consists of), it consists of Pleasure, Pain, and Dulness:—and

(8) (Every product that has the affections of, or that occasions,
Pleasure, Pain, or Dulness, takes its rise in something which
consists of ‘these,) as lovely women, &e.

For, an agreeable woman gives pleasure to her husband, and
therefore (is known to be mainly made up of or) partakes of the
quality of ¢ Goodness;’ the indiscreet one gives pain to him,
and therefore partakes of the quality of ¢ Foulness;’ and she
who is separated (and perhaps forgotten), occasions indiflerence,
and so partakes of the quality of ¢ Darkness.’” ¢ And the appro-
priate refutation (of any objection) in this case is (the principle)
that it is fitting that the qualitics of the effect should be (in
every case) in conformity with the qualities of the cause.”]

° Ly
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The argument for the exist- Aphk. 66.—[The existence] of Soul
ence of Soul. [is inferred] from the fact that the
combination [of the principles of Nature into their various effects]
is for the sake of another [than unintelligent Nature or any of its
similarly unintelligent products. “ But the application (of the
argument in this particular case is as follows) :—
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(1) The thing in question—viz. Nature, the ¢ Great one,’ and
the rest (of the aggregate of the unintelligent),—has, as its
fruit (or end), the (mundane) experiences and the (eventual)
liberation of some other than itself ;—

(?) Because it is a combination (or compages) ;—and

(3) (Every combination,) as a couch or a seat, or the like,” (is
for another’s use, not for its own, and its several component
parts render no mutual service).]

N o
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Argument for the eternity k. 67.—Since the root has no
of Nature. root, the root [of all] is root-less,
[that is Lo say, there is no other cause of Nature, because there
would be a regressus tn infinitum if we were to suppose another
cause, which, by parity of reasoning, would require another
cause, and so on without end.]

N\ .
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The employment of the term Aph. 68—Even if there be a succes-
Drimal Agency, or Nalure, is  gion there is a halt at some one point,
merely lo debar the regressus ..
in infinilum, and so it is merely a name, [that we
give to the point in quéstion, when we speak of the roof of
things under the name of ¢ Nature.” ¢ Since there would be the
fault of regressus sn infinitum if there were a succession of causes
—another causc of Nature, and another cause of that one again,—
there must be at last a halt, or conclusion, at some one point,
somewhere or other, at some one uncaused, eternal thing;—
therefore, that at which we stop is the Primal Agency (pra-kriti)
—for this word prakrifi (usually, and conveniently, rendered by
the term Nafure,) is nothing more than a sign to denote the

cause which is the r00t.”] om
YHA: UFHa=AC 1| €< ||
Nature and soul alike  ApA. 09.—Alikein respeet of Nature
wncrealed. and of both [Soul and Nature, is tho

_argument for the uncreated existence.]
k2



28 | The Sdnklya Aphorisms. Book I.

SRR FEw: 1190 I

Al do wot profit by the Apk. 70.—There is no rule [or neces-
;‘:’l’;"y“:"::fi l’;f::“;; ?:‘op i ity that al/ should arrive at !'.h.etruth——]
that are fully amenable to because those who are privileged [to
roason. engage in the enquiry] are of three
descriptions [—¢ through their distinction into those who, in
reflecting, are dull, mediocre, and best. Of these—by the dull,
the (Sénkhya) arguments are frustrated (and altogether set aside)
by means of the sophisms that have been uttered by the Baud-
dhas, &e. By the mediocre, they (are brought into doubt, or,
in other words,) are made to appear as if there were equally
strong arguments on the other side, by means of arguments
which really prove the reverse (of what these persons employ
them to prove), or by arguments which are not true; (—see the
section on Fallacies in the Tarka-sangraka). But it is only the
best of those privileged that reflect in the manner that has been
set forth (in our exposition of the process of reflection which
leads to the discriminating of Soul from Nature) ;—such is the
import. But there is no rule that 4/ must needs reflect in the
manner so set forth forth ;—such is the literal meaning.”]

AESTEAT A a: 119 1)

By‘the Great ond is Aph. T1.—That first product [of the
mount Mind. Primal Agont, Naturo,] which is cullod
¢the Great one,’ is Mind. [“‘Mind’ (manas) is so called
because its function is ¢ thinking’ (manana). By ¢ thinking’ is
here meant ¢ judging’ (nis'chkaya) :—that of which this is the
funetion is ¢intellect’ (buddii) ;—and tkat is the first product—
that called € the Great one’ (maka?).”’]

THT ST 19% 1

The relation of Self-con- Aph. 72— Self-consciousness,’ is
sciousness to Mind. that which is subsequent [to Mind,
“That is to say, ¢ Self-consciousness’ is the next after the ¢ Great
one.’” * Since ¢ Self-consciousness’ is that whose function is a
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conceit (which brings out the Fyo in every case of cognition,
the matter of which cognition would else have lain dormant in
the bosom of Nature—the formless Objective)—it therefore
follows that the others (among the phenomena of mundane exist-
ence) are effects of this (Self-consciousness) ;—and so he declares
as follows”].
e ~
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AU products, save Mind, Aph. 73.—To the others it belongs

resulifrom Self-consciousmess. {5 Yo the products thereof [—i. e. of
Self-consciousness].

-0
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Nature, immediately the Aph.  74.—~Moreover, mediately,
canse of Mind, is mediately through that [i. e. the ‘great one’
the canse of all other products. Aph. 72—], the first [cause—viz. Na-
ture—] is the cause [of all products], as is the case with the
Atoms, [—*“for in the theory of the Vais'seshikas, the Atoms
are the cause of the jar or the like, only [mediately] through
combinalions of two atoms, and so on.”” ¢ But then, since
both Nature and Soul too are eternal, which of them is [really]
the causc of the creation’s commencing? In regard to this he
declares as follows.”]

= -
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Why Nature is the sole Apk. 75.—While both [Soul and
canse. Nature] areantecedent [to all products],
since the one [viz. Soul] is devoid of this [character of being a
cause], it is applicable [only] to the other of the two [—viz.
Nature. “ But (some onc may say)—let A/oms alone be causcs,
since there is no dispute (that ZZese are causal). In reply to this

he says”’]. <
uftfes A qEUEE 1109 1l
Why the theory of @ plas- Apk. 76.—What is limited cannot
;LN“Z"‘::; preferable to be the substance of all things, [“as
4 ’ yarn cannot be the (material) cause of
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a jar ;—therefore it would (on the theory suggested) be neces-
sary to mention separate causes of all things severally, and it is
simpler to assume a single cause ; therefore Nature alonc is the
cause,”—¢ and he alleges scripture in support of this,” as

follows].
Az ag 11 99 1l

Scripture declares in fo- Aphk. 77.—And [the proposition that
oour of the theory. Nature is the cause of all is proved]
from the text of scripture that the origin [of the world] is
therefrom, [for “Scripture, moreover, declares that Nature is
the cause of the world, in such terms as ¢ From Nature the world
arises,’ &c.” “But then (some one may say), a jar which
antecedently did not exist, is seen to come into existence ;—let,
then, antecedent nonm-existence be the cause (of each product),
since this is an invariable antecedent,”—(and hence a cause—
¢ the invariable antecedent being denominated a cause,’ if Dr.
Brown, in his Gth lecturo, is to bo trusted.) To this he replies]

Aphk. 78.—A thing is not made out
of nothing ; [—* that is to say,—it is
not possible that out of nothing—i. e. out of a nonentity—a thing
should be made—i. e. an entity should arise. If an entity were
to arise out of a nonentity, then since the character of a cause is
vigible in its product, the world also would be unreal.” Well,
“let the world too be unreal,—what harm is that to us? (—if
any ask—) he therefore declares as follows.””]

HATNEXZERUSTAETE AEEEH 11 9 1
Reasons why the worldis  Apk. 19.—It [the world] is not un-
not to be supposed wareal.  og) pecause there is no fact contradic-
tory [to its reality], and because it is not the [false] result of
depraved causes [—leading to a belief in what ought not to be
believed.  “ When there is the notion, in regard to a shell (of a

Ez nikilo nikil fit,
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pearl-oyster, which sometimes glitters like silver), that it is
silver, its being silver is contradicted by the (subsequent and
more correct) cognition that this is nof silver. But, in the case in
question (—that of the world regarded as a reality—), no one
ever has the cognition, ¢ This world is #of in the shape of an
entity,’—by which (cognition—if any one ever really had such
—) its being an entity might be opposed.” ¢ And it is held
that that is false which is the result of a depraved cause,—e. g.
some one’s cognition of a (white) conch-ehell as yellow, through
such a fault as the jaundice (which depraves hiz eye-sight).
But, in the case in question (—that of the world regarded as a
reality—), there is no such (temporary or occasional) depravation
(of the senses), beeause all, at all times, cognize the world as a
reality ; therefore the world is nof an unreality.” ¢ But then
(some one may suggest)—lel nonentity be the (substantial)
cause of the world, still the world will not (necessarily therefore)
be unreal. In regard to this he declares as follows.””]

W AU ARGRTGE FgETEgAEt a-
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The product of something ~ APh. 80.—If it [—the substantial
:’ :zz::"i% and of mothing cause—] be an entity, then this would
be the case [that the product should be
an entity], from its union [or identity] therewith :—but if [the
cause be] a nonentity, then how could it possibly be the case
[that the product should be real] since i¢ is a monentity [like
the cause with which it is united in the relation of identity] ?—
“[But then (—a follower of the M{mdnsd may say), since (it would
appear that) nonentity can take no shape but that of nonentity,
let works alone be the cause of the world ;—what need have we
of the hypothesis of  Nature ?” To this he replies.”]

() ~
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Action cannot serve as & Aph. 81.—Nay,—for works are not
subsiratum adapted to be the substantial cause (of
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any product.) [* Granting that ¢ the unscen’ (merit or demerit
arising from actions) may be an énstrumental cause (in bringing
about the mundane condition of the agent), yet we never sce
merit or demerit in the character of the substantial cause (of
any product), and our theories ought to show deference to our
experience.”

“ But then (some one may say)—since Liberation can be
obtained by undertaking the things directed by the Veda, what
occasion is there for (our troubling ourselves about) Nature ? To
this he replies.”’]

R afefi: araeaEfvaRyE-
TR
Salvation is not to be ob-  Apk. 82.—The  accomplishment
tained by ritual observances. 4}, or00f [i, ¢. of Liboration] is not,
moreover, through scriptural rites:—the chief end of man
docs not consist in this [that ie gnined throngh such means] ;
because, since this consists of what is accomplished through ac’s,
[and is therefore a product and not efernal), there is [still left
impending over the ritualist] the liability to repetition of births.

7 MR 1 Ty u

In regard to the atiain-  Aph. 83.—There is scripture for it
;”,,?t ;ﬁﬁ,ﬁ?fcﬁg,ﬁ{ oin  that he who has attained to discrimina-
the Sinkya. tion in regard to these [i. e. Nature
and Soul) has no repetition of births; [for *“there is a text
declaring that, in consequence of his knowledge of the distinc-
tion, there shall be no repetition of births; —the text—viz.—-

¢ ITe does not return again,’” &c.”’]
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Pain canonlylead fopain, ~ Aph. 84.—From pain [occasioned,
not to liberation from s. e. g., to victims in sacrifice] must come
pain [to the sacrificer,—and not lileration from pain], as there
is not relief from chilliness by effusion of water, [For, “if Li-
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The character of theend PN 85.—[Liberation cannot arise
contemplated makes mo dif- from acts] because, whether the end
Serence in regard to the tran- . . .
sitoriness of what is effected  be something desirable or undesirable,
by works. [—and we admit that the motive of
the sacrifice is not the giving pain to the victim,—] this makes
no difference in regard to its being the result of acts [and
therefore not eternal but transitory, * because it is a produec-
tion.’] And “ the text which declares that works done with-
out desire are instruments of Liberation, has reference to
knowledge (which, I grant, may be gained by such means), and
Liberation comes through knowledge,—so that these works
ave instruments of Liberation mediately ;> [—but you will
recollect that the present enquiry regards the immediate cause].

froa@ IxsEERT O A gaEEd 1| 54

The right means effect Li- Aph. 86.—Of him who is essenti-
beration once for all. ally liberated, his bonds having abso-
lutely perished, it [i. e. the fruit of his saving knowledge] is
absolute :—there is no parity [between his case and that of
him who relies on works, and who may thereby secure a tem-
porary sojourn in Paradise,—only to return again to earth.
Well, “it has been asserted (in Aph. 61) that there is a class
of twenty-five (things which are realities) :—and since these
cannot be ascertained (or made out to be true) except by proof,
therefore he displays this,”—i. e. he shows what he means by
proof].

WA AeEerfiE: WA
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What is meant by evi- Aph. 87.—The determination of
- something not [previously] lodged in
both [the Soul and the Intellect] nor in one or other of them,
is ‘right notion’ (pramd). What is in the highest degree
P
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productive thereof [—i. e. of any given right notion’], is
that, [—i. e., is what we mean by proof, or evidence, (pra-
mdna). ‘Not lodged’—i. e. not doposited in ¢ one rightly
cognizing’ (pramdtri),—in short, not previously got at. The
¢ discrimination,’ i. 'e. the ascertainmont (or right apprehen-
sion) of such a thing or reality, is ‘ right notion’ :—and whe-
ther this be an affection ¢ of bofh’—i. e. of Intellect and also
of Soul (as some hold that it is), or of only one or other of
the two (as others hold), either way, that ¢ which is in the
highest degree productive’ of this ¢right notion’ is (what wo
term proof or) evidence (pramdna). Such is the definition
of evidence in general,—the definition of its several species
falling to be considered hereafter. It is with a view to the
exclusion of Memory, Error, and Doubt, in their order, that
we employ (when speaking of the rosult of evidence) the
expressions ‘not previously known’ (which excludes things
romombered), and ‘roality’ (which oxcludos mistakos and
fancies), and ¢discrimination’ ”’ which excludes doubt. And
“in regard to this (topic of knowledge and the sources of
knowledge), if ‘right notion,’ is spoken of as located in the
Soul, then the proof or evidence is an affection of the Intellect.
If on the other hand, the  right notion’ is spoken of as located
in the Intellect, in the shape of an affection (of that, the
affoctions of which are mirrored by the Soul), then it (the
proof or evidence—or whatever we may choose to call that
from which ¢ right notion’ results), is just the conjunction of
an organ (with its appropriate object,—such conjunction giving
rise to sense-perception—), &c. But if both the Soul’s cogni-
" tion, and the affections of the Intelloct, are spoken of as
(cases of) ‘right notion,” then both of these aforesaid (—the
affection of the Intellect in the first case, and the conjunction
of an organ with its appropriate object, &c., in the other case
—) are (to receive the name of) proof (pramdna). You are
to understand that when the organ of vision, &c., are spoken
of as ¢ evidence,’ it is only as being mediately” the sources of
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right knowledge. “ How many kinds of proofs then are
there? To this he replies.”’]

fafd wad afeet wafesTymfaR: nes

There are thres kinds of  Aph. 88.—Proofis of three kinds :—
evidence. there is no establishment of more, be-
causo if these bo established then all [that is true] can be
established [—by ono or other of these throe proofs, viz., ¢ sense’
(pratyaksha), ¢ the recognition of signs’ (anumdna), and * tes-
timony’ (s'abda), to the exclusion of ¢comparison’ which is
reckoned in the Nyfya a specifically distinct source of know-
ledge, &c.]

FGEE GATARTA G AN aaamR I =, |1

Aph. 89.—Perception (pratyaksha)
is that discernment which, being in
conjunction [with the thing perceived], portrays the form
thereof [—as water assumes the form of the vessel into which
it is poured—].

A HATIETE Q9 1 o |l

- Aph. 90.—It is not a fault, [in the

u:::d ﬁﬁo:;,:o,’: x,‘.lf,o ,,Z definition, that it does not apply to

apply to the perceptions of {he perceptions of adepts in the Yoga,]
the mystic. .

because that of the adepts in the Yoga

is not an exfernal perception, [since the adepts of the Yoga

do not perceive through the cxtcrnal organs of sense. But,

although this reply is as much as the objector has any right

to expect, the real justification of the definition in question

is next stated].
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. Aph. 91.—Or, there is no fault [in
But the definition does ap- . N
ply to the perceplions of the the definition] because of the conjunc-
mystic. tion, with causal things, of that [mys-
tical mind] which has attained exaltation [— since the mind
¥ 2

Perception defined.
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of the Yogi, in the exaltation gained from the habitude pro-
duced by concentration, does come into conjunction with things
(as existent) in their causes,” whether or not with the things
as developed into products perceptible by the external senses.
And “here the word rendered ‘causal’ (lina) denotes the
things, not in conjunction (with the senses), alluded to by the
objector :—for we, who assert that effects ewist (from eternity
in their causes before taking the shape of effects, and likewise
in these same causes when again resolved into their causes),
hold that even what is past, &c., still essentially exists, and
that hence its conjunction (with the mind of the mystic or
the clairvoyant) is possible.” ‘ But then (some one may
say—still this (definition) does not extend to the Lord’s per-
ceptions, because, since these are from everlasting, they can-
not result from (emergent) conjunction. To this he replies”].

LafeE: nex

. Thatany *Lord esists is  Aph. 92.—[This objection to the

ot proved. definition of Perception has no force]
because it is not proved that there is a Lord (is'wara); [but
observe that this demurring to there being any ¢Lord,’ is
merely in accordance with the arrogant dictum of certain
partisans (who hold an opinion not recognised by the major-
ity) ; therefore, it is to be understood, the expression employed
is ‘because it is not proved that there is a Lord,’—but not
the expression ¢ because there is no Lord.” And further, “on
the implication that there is a ¢ Lord,” what we mean to speak
of (in our definition of Perception—in Aph. 89—) is merely
the being of the same kind with what is produced by con-
junction” of a sense-organ with its object,—and the percep-
tions of the ‘Lord’ may be of the same kind with such
perceptions, though they were not to come from the same
source.)
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HAARARAATHETS affe: 1 &3 v

A dilemma to exciude APl 93.—[And further] it is not

proof, fthat there is any proved that He [the ‘Lord’] exists,

’ because [whoever exists must be either

free or bound, and] of free and bound, He can be neither the
one nor the other,

TR TEH 1 €8 1l

Aph. 94.—[Becausc] eithor way He
would be inefficient, [—since, if He
were free, He would have no desires which (as compulsory
motivos, would) instigato Ilim to create; and, if He were
bound, He would be under delusion ;—He must be (on either
alternative,) unequal to the creation, &c., of this world.
“ But then (it may be asked,) if such be the case, what be-
comes of the scripture texts which declare the ‘Lord?’ To
this he replies.”’]

HAH: AT ST fag@ atn ey

The import of the lexts A})h. 95.—['1‘116 scriptura.l texts
which speak of the‘ Lord.”  which make mention of the Lord,’
are] either glorifications of the liberated Soul, or homages to
the recognised [deities of the Hindd pantheon. But then, if
God be nothing but the Soul, and if Soul does nothing, then
“what is heard (in scripture—viz.—) the fact that it (viz.
Soul) is the governor of Nature, &c., would not be the case,—
for, in the world, we speak of government only in reference
to modifications (preceded and determined) by resolutions
(that so and so shall take place), &c. To this he replies’].

ARfAETEfagiEdE AfEd n ¢ ¢ |
Soul, like the loadstone,  APh. 96.—The governorship there-
K“ ',:01 by _"‘“01“ but  of [i. o. of Soul over Nature] is from
rown prosmey: its proximity [thereto,—not from its
resolving to act thercon—], as is the case with the gem [—the

The force of the dilemma.
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load-stone—in regard to iron. For, if it were alleged that its
(Soul’s) creativeness or its governorship were through a resolve
(to create or to govern,) then this objection would apply ;—
but (itis not so—for) by us (Sinkhyas) it is held that the
Soul’s governorship, in the shape of croatorship, or the like,
is merely from its prowimity (to Nature)—* as is the case with
the (load-stone) gem ;”’—for “as the gem, the load-stone, is
attracted by iron, merely by proximity, without resolving
(either to act or to be acted upon), so by the mere conjunction
of the primal Soul, Nature is changed into the principle called
the  Great One’ (or Mind—see Aph. 61). And in this alone
consists (what we speak of as) its acting as creator towards
that which is superadded to it :’—and thus it is declared (in
some one of the Purfnas)—‘“ As the iron acts whilst the gem
(the loadstone) stands void of volition, just so the world is
created by a deity who is mere Existence. Thus it is that
there is in the Soul both agency (seemingly), and non-agency
(really) :—it is nof an agent, inasmuch as it is devoid of voli-
tion; and it 78 an agent, merely through approximation”
to Nature].

bl ha'
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In like manner Embodied Aph. 97.—In the case of individual
souls do not energize. products also, [the apparent agency|
of animal souls [is solely through proximity. But then (some
one may say), if there were no eternal and omniscient ¢ Lord,’
then, through the donbt of a blind tradition (in the absence
of an intelligently effective guardianship), the Vedas would
cease to be an authority—(a possibility which, of course, can-
not be entertained for an instant). To this he replies”].

ha Y bl VR
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How the Vodas weed not Aph. 98. The declaration of the
any ¢ Lord® to awthenticate texts or sense |of the Veda, by
thom. Brahmé for example], since %e knows
the truth—[1s authoritative evidence. ‘ But then if Soul, by
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its simple proximity (to Nature) is an overruler in a sccondary
sense only of the term, (—as the magnet may be said, in a
secondary sense, to draw the iron, while the conviction is
entertained that actually, and literally, the iron draws the
magnet,—) then who is the primary (or actual) overruler (in
the creation of the world) ? In reference to this he says’’].
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It is in the shope of the Aph. 99.—The internal organ,
internal organ that Natwre through its being enlightened thereby
Hocts Soul. [—i. e. by Soul—] is the ovor-ruler,
—as i8 tho iron [in respect of the magnct. *“ The internal
organ, i. e. the understanding, is the over-ruler, through its
fancying itself to be Soul, (as it does fancy) by reason of its
being enlightened by the Soul, through its happening to
reflect itself in (and contemplate itself in) Soul ;—* just as the
iron’—that is to say—as the attracting iron, though inactive,
draws (the magnot) in conscquence of its mere proximity,”
and so acquiring magnetism by Magnetic Induction].

He now, (having discussed the evidence that consists in
direct perception), gives his definition of an induction (anu-

mdna). .
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Aph. 100.—The knowledge of tho
connected [e. g. fire] through per-
ception of the connection [e. g. of fire with smoke] is infer-

HRAUET: T: 1l L

Aph. 101.—Testimony [such as is
entitled to the name of evidence—]
is a declaration by one worthy [to be believed].

Inference defined.

Valid Testimony defined.
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Why the kinds of Eoi. Aph. 102.—Since the establishment
dence have beew here set of [the existence of] both [soul and
Jorth. not-soul] is by means of evidence,—
the declaration thereof [i. e. of the kinds of evidence, has
been here made. And ‘““among these (several kinds of proof)
he now describes that one by which especially—viz. by a proof
which is one kind of inference—Nature and Soul are here to
be established discriminatively’’].
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The existence of Soul and Aph. 103.—The establishment of
Nature argued from analogy.  y,oth [Nature and Soul] is by analogy
[the necessity of axes for cutting, leading us, analogically, to the
necessity of Senses for porceiving,—which Sensos are products of
Nature; and, again, that houses, and other structures, exist not
for themselves, leading us to tho conclusion that Nuturo, which
is a compound thing, is not designed for itself but for something
different, viz. Soul. ““But then (some one may say)—since
Nature is eternal, and exertion is habitual to her, (and the result
of her action is the bondage of the Soul,) there should constantly
be experience (whether of pleasure or of pain), and hence no
such thing as thorough emancipation. T'o this he replies”].
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When it is that caperience ~ Aph. 104.—Experience  [whether
ceases, of pain or pleasure] ends with [the
discernment of] Thought—[or Soul, as contradistinguished
from Nature. “By ‘Thought’ is meant Soul. Experience
(whether of pain or pleasure) ceases on the discerning thereof.
As ‘antecedent non-existence,” though devoid of a beginning,
(—see Tarkasangraha §92) surceases (—when the thing an-
tecedently non-existent begins to be—), so eternal Nature
(—eternal as regards the absence of any beginning—) con-
tinnes (no further than) till the discernment of the difference
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(between Nature and Soul) :—so that experience (whether of
pain or pleasure) does not at all times occur :—such is the state
of the case.” But some one may say—if Nature be agent, and
Soul experiencer, then it must follow (—which seems unrea-
sonable—) that another is the experiencer of (the results of) the
acts done by one different. To this he replics’’].
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The fruit of the aclion is Aph. 105.—The experionce of the
wot always the agent's. fruit may Lelong oven to another than
the agent, as in the case of food, &c., [—for, ““as it belongs
to the cook to prepare the food, &c., and to one who was not
the agent, viz. the master, to enjoy the fruit thereof (—i. e.
the fruit of the cook’s actions—), so is the case here.” Baut,
“ having stated this exoteric principle, he next declares his
own doctrine’ on the point].

wRAmE AfgR: A WA 1 Qe 0

That Soul acls and experi- Aph. 106.—Or [—to give a better
ences is am error. account of the matter than that given
in Aph. 105—], since it is from non-discrimination that it is
derived, the notion that the agent [—soul being mistaken for
an agent—] has the fruit [of the act, is a wrong notion. For
“ the soul is neither an agent nor a patient, but, from the fact
that the Great Principle (—the actual agent—) is reflected in
it, there arises the conceit of its being an agent.”” And “it
is from the failure to discriminate botween Nature and Soul
that this takes place,—i. e. that the conceit takes place that
it is the agent that experiences the fruit ;’’—whereas the ac-
tual agent is Nature, which, being unintelligent, can experi-
cnce neither pain not pleasure]. '

A TEEEM 11 9 1)

Soul is really neither agent Aph. 107.—And when the truth is
Ror experiencer. told, thero is neither. [“‘When the
truth is told’ (and discorned), i. e. when, by mcans of evidence,

G
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Nature and Soul are perccived (in their entiro distinctness ono
from the other), ¢ there is neither’—i. e. neither the condition
(as regards soul) of an agent nor a patient.”

““ Having thus discussed (the topic of) evidence, he next
states the distribution of the object-matter of evidence’’].
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What is perceptible wnder Aph. 108.—[A thing may be] an
certain circumstances may be  object [perceptible] and also [at an-
Imporoeptible wnder others. i ther time] not an object, through
there being, in consequence of great distance, &e., a want of
[conjunction of the sense with the thing] or [on the.other
hand] an appliance of the sense [to the thing. To explain
the ¢ &c.,” and exemplify the causes that may provent tho con-
junction, required in order to perception, botween the thing
and the sense, we may remark that—*it is in consequence of
great distance that a bird (flying very high up) in the sky is
not perceived :—(then again) in consequence of extreme proxi-
mity the collyrium located in the eye (is not perceived by the
eye itself) :—a thing placed in (the inside of, or on the
opposite side of,)) a wall (is not perceived) in consequence of
the obstruction :—from distraction of mind the unhappy, or
other (agitated person), does not perceive the thing that is at
his side (—or under his very nose—) :—through its subtilty
an Atom (is not perceived) :—nor is a very small sound when
overpowered by the sound of a drum :—and so on.” Now
““how,” or, for which of the possible reasons just enumerat-
ed,—““ comes the imperceptibleness of Nature? In regard
to this he declares”].

D
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Aph. 109.—Her [i. e. Nature’s]
imperceptibleness arises from her sub-

tilty, [and “ by ¢ subtilty’ is meant the fact of being difficult to

The subtilty of Nature.
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investigate, not (—as a Naiydyika might perhaps here prefer
understanding the term—) the comsisting of Atoms,—for
Nature is (not atomic, in the opinion of the Sinkhyas, but)
all-pervasive.” “ How then (it may be asked) is (the existence
of) Nature determined ? To this he replies”].
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Nature inforred from the Aph. 110.—[Nature cxists] bocauso

istence of prodacts her existence is gathered from the
beholding of productions [ which have the three Qualities,”
—see Aph. 61.,—and the existence of which implies a cause,
to which tho namo of Naturo is givon, in which these three
constituents are held to oxist from eternity].
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A dowbi throws on the Aph. 111.—If [)r(?u thx'on out the
existence of Natwre by the doubt that] it [—viz. the existence of
contradition of dissenticnts. Natnro—] is not ostablished, becauso
of the contradiction of asscrters [of othor views,—the Nuiyd-
yikas asserting that atoms are the cause of the world, and
the Veddntins that Brakma is the cause,—then he retorts as
follows].

AT TS CRACER AT 123

Matual denials seltle no- Aph. 112, —But since thus each

ing. [doctrine] is established in the opi-
nion of each, a [mere unsupported] denial is not [decisive.
“If one side were disproved merely by the dissent of the oppo-
nent, then (look you) there is dissent against the other side
too,—s0 how should ¢¢ be established ?”’ “ Well then (—the
opponent may say—), let (the inference of) cause from effect
be granted, how is it that this (cause) is Nature—and nothing
else (—such as Atoms, for instance) ? To this he replies”].

e 2




44 The Sdukhya Aphorisms.  Boolk 1.
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Naturs the oaly hypothe. Aph. 113. Because [if we were
sis consistont with what up- to infer any other cause than Nature]
poars. we should have a contradiction to
the threefold [aspect which things really exhibit. TFor “if
the character of cause (of all things around us) belonged to
Atoms, or the like, then there would be a contradiction to the
fact of being an aggregate of pleasure, pain, and delusion,
which is recognisable in the world ;’—because nothing, we
ho_ld, can exist in the effect which did not exist in the cause,—
and pleasure, pain, &c., are no properties of Atoms. ‘He
next repels the doubt as to whether the production of an effect
is that of what existed (antecedently) or of what did not
exist—at least potentially—Aph. 117.]

MEZATRT TF N W3 1l

What never esisted will  Aph. 114.—Tho production of what
never exist. is no entity, as a man’s horn, does

not take place.
SURRAFAIHEE 1| QYN

A product camnot be of Aph. 115.—Because of the rule
nothing. that there must be some material [of
which the product may consist. ‘ And only whon both are
extant is there from the presence of the cause the presence of
the effect :—otherwise everywhere, and always, every effect
might be produced,”—the presence of the cause being, on the
supposition, superfluous. “ This he insists upon as follows’’].

Q g
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Else any thing might ocour Aph. 116.—Because every thing
at any time anywhere. is not possible every where, always,
[which it might be if materials could be dispensed with. “ And
for the following reason also, he declares, there is no produc-
tion of what existed not” antecedently].
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Effects pre-exist potential- Aph. 117.—Because it is that which
ly in their canses. is competent [to the making of any-
thing] that makes what is possible [as a product of it. “ For
the being the material (of any future product) is nothing else
than the fact of (being it potentially, i. e. of) having the
power to be the product ; and this power is nothing else than
the product’s condition as that of what has not yet come to
pass ;—therefore, since ‘that which has the power,’ viz., the
cause, makes the product which is ¢ capable’ (of being made
out of it), it is not of any noncntity that the production takes
place ;”” but of an cntity—whose esse antecedently was possi-
bility].

WA I & 1
The product is mothing  Aph. 118.—And because it [—the
elso thas the canse. product—] is [nothing else than] the

cause [in the shape of the product].

~
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A doubt whether that which Aph. 119.—If [it be alleged that]
iz can be said to become. there is no possibility of that becom-
ing, which already is—{then the answer will be found in the
next aphorism].
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Production is only mani- Aph. 120.—Nay, [—do not argue
fa‘“wm and 0 of the oppo- that what is cannot become,—for] the
employment and the non-employment

[of the term ¢ production’] are occasioned by the manifestation
[or non-manifestation of what is spoken of as produced or not.
“As tho whitoncss of white cloth which had becomo dirty is
brought manifestly out by means of washing, &c., so, by the
oporation of tho pottor is the pot brought into manifestness ;
—whereas, on the blow of a mallet, it becomes hidden,” and
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no longer appears as a pof. ‘“And ¢ manifestation’ (is no
fiction of ours, for it) is seen ;—for example, that of oil, from
sesamum-seeds, by pressure ; of milk, from the cow, by milk-
ing; of the statue, that resided in the midst of the stone, by
the operation of the sculptor; of shelled rice from rice in the
husk, by threshing ; &c.”” And *therefore the employment
or non-employment of the term the production of an effect
are dependent on manifestation—dependent on the manifesta-
tion of the effect :—that is to say,—the employment of the
term production is in consequence of the manifestation (of
what is spoken of as produced), and tho non-employment of
the term production is in consequence of there being no mani-
festation (of that which is therefore not spoken of as pro-
duced),—but (the employment of the term production is) not
in consequence of that becoming an entity which was not an
entity.” But “if (the employment of the term) production is
occasioned by (the fact of) manifestation, by what is occasion.
od the employment of the torm destruction ? To this he re-
plies”].

9

A WS 11 L4 |1

“o;‘mat is meant by destruc.  Aph. 121.—Destruction [of any

thing] is the resolution [of the thing
spoken of as destroyed,] into the cause [from wllch it was
produced, as when, by the blow of a mallet, a jar is resolved
into its canse,—i. e. into the particles of clay which constituted
the jar. But some one may say—*if there were only a roso-
lution (of & product into that from which it arose), a resur-
rection (or weliyyeveow) of it might bo seen, and this is
not seen :—well (—we reply—) it is not seen by blockheads,
but it s seen by those who can discriminate. For example,
when thread is destroyed, it is changed into the shape of earth
(—as when burned to ashes):—and the earth is changed into
the shape of a cotton-tree ;and this (successively) changes intothe
shape of flower, fruit, and thread (spun again fromtho fruit of the
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cotton-plant). So is it with all entities.” But * pray—(some
one may ask)—is this manifestation (that you speak of under
Aph. 119) something real, or something not real ? If it be some-
thing real (and which, therefore, never anywhere ceases to be)
then all effects (during this constant manifestation) ought con-
stantly to be perceived ; and if it be not real, then there would
be a non-existence of all products [in the absence of all mani-
festation. Manifestation, therefore, must be something real
and] there must be [in order to give rise to it] another mani-
festation, and of this another, [—seeing that a manifestation
can be the result of nothing else than a manifestation,—on
tho principlo that an offcct consists of ncither moro nor loss
than its cause], and thus we have a regressus in tnfinitum. To
this he replies.”

TTREATSHTU NETE 1 23R I

How manifestation may Aph. 122.—You are to understand
ocour without being anentity. that guccessively, as is the case with
sood and plant, [—manifostation may gonorato manifestation
from oternity to eternity. * Be it so, that there are thousands
of manifestations, still there is no fault, for there is no starting
point,—as is the case with seed and plant,”—which people
may suppose to have served from eternity as sources one to
another reciprocally].

SAHARISETE 1 q¥3 I

The objections to the theory ~ Aph. 123.—Or, [at all events, our
of manifestation retorted. theory of ¢ manifestation’ is as] blame-
less as [your theory of] ¢ production’ :—[for let us ask, “ pray
—is production produced, or is it not ? If it is produced, then
of this (production of production) there must be production ;
—=s0 that there is a regressus in infinitum, (such as you allege
agninst our theory). If it be not produced, then, pray is this
" Dbecause it is un-real, or because it is etcrnal ?  If because it
is un-real, thon production never is at all, so that it should
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never be perceived, (as you allege that it is). Again, if (pro-
duction is not something produced) because it is eternal, then
there should be at all times the production of (all possible)
effects,—(which you will scarcely pretend is the case). Again,
if you say,—since ‘production’ itself consisis of production,
what need of supposing an ulterior production (of produc-
tion) ?—then, in like manner, (T ask,)—since ¢ manifestation’
itself consists of manifestation, what need of supposing an
ulterior manifestation (of manifestation)? The view which
you hold on this point is ours also,”—and thus ovory objoction
stated or hinted under Aph. 121., is capable of being retorted].
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The characters common to  APh. 124.—[A product of nature
all products. is] caused, un-eternal, mutable, not
all-pervading, multitudinous, dependont, mergont.

a. ¢ Caused’—i. e. having a canse. ¢ Un-eternal,’—i. e. de-
structible. ¢ Not all-pervading,’ i. e. not present everywhere.
¢ Mutable’—i. e. distinguished by the act of leaving (one form)
and assuming (another form). It (the soul) leaves the body it
had assumed, (and probably takes another) ; and bodies, &c.,
move (and are mutable, as is notorious). ¢ Multitudinous’—i.
e., in consequence of the distinction of souls, (—each man
—e. g. having a separate body. *Dependent’—i. e. on its
cause. Mergent,—that is to say, it (i. e. each product, in due
time,) is resolved into that from which it originated. But
some one may say— if realities be the twonty-five (which tho
Sénkhyas enumerate—sce Aph. 60—and no more), pray, aro
such common operations as knowing, enjoying, &c., absolutely
nothing 2—(if you say that they are so) then you give up what
you sce—in order to save a hypothesis, with which that which
you see is irreconcilable. To this he replies.”’]
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The qualities of the Nyd- Aph, 125.—There is the establish-

'ZV.':;I :::. implied in the term ment of these, [24 ¢ Qualities’ of the

Nydya, which you fancy that we do

not recogniso because wo do not explicitly enumorate thom,]

cither by rcason that these ordinary qualitics [—as contradis-

tinguished from the three Qualities of the Siukhya—] are in

reality nothing different ; or [—to put it in another point of

view—] because they are hinted by [the term] Nature [—in
which, like our own threc Qualities, they are implied].

-
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The characlers common £o Aph. 126.—Of both [Nature and her
Nature and her products. products] the fact that they consist
of the three Qualities and that they are irrational—[is the
common property].

[\ . ¢
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_In what the thres Quali- Aph. 127.—The Qualities differ in
ties differ. character, mutually, by pleasantness,
unpleasantness, lassitude, &c., [in which forms severally the

Qualities present themselves].
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In what respects the Qua- Aph. 128.—Through Lightness and
lities agree as well as differ.  o4hor habits, the Qualities mutually
agrco and differ : [—i. e. ““throughthe characters of Light-
ness, Restlessness, and Ilcaviness,—the Qualities differ. Their
agreement is through what is hinted by tho cxpression  and
other.’ And this consists in their mutually predominating
(one over the other from time to time), producing each other,
consorting togother, and being reciprocally prosent (—tho
one in tho other—), for the sake of the soul.” * By tho ex-

i
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pression (—in Aph. 124—) caused,” &c., it was declared that.
the ‘Great one,’ or Mind, &c., are Products. He states the
proof of this].
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Proof that Misd, §e., are Aph. 129.—Since they  aro other
produots, than both [Soul and Nature—the only
two uncaused entities—], Mind, and the rest, are products, as
is the case with a jar or the like. [‘“He states another

reason.”’ ]
i G RERNT

Aph. 130.—Because of their meca-
sure, [which is a limited one, Mind
and the rest are.products ; whereas the only two that are un-
caused, viz. Nature and Soul, are unlimited].

i CRRELRT

. Aph. 131.—DBecause they conform

4 MWQ, [to Nature. Mind and the rest are

products, “ because they will (follow and) correspond with

Nature, i. ., becanse the Qualities of Nature are seen in all

things - and it is a maxim that what is in the effect was deriv-
ed from the cause, and implics tho canse].
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A fourth proof. . ‘Aph. 132.—And, finally, because it

is through the power [of the cause

alone, that the product can do aught, as a chain restrains an
elephant only by the force of the iron that it is made of].

AR WAfA: JRET AT 1 238
Converse proof of the Aph. 133.—On the quitting there-
same. of [—quitting the condition of pro-
duct—], there is Nature or Soul, [into one or other of which
the product must needs have resolved itself. *Product or
not-product,—such is the pair of alternatives. ¢ On the quitting

A second proof.
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thereof,”’—i. c. when Mind and the rest quit the condition of
product,—Mind and the rest (of necessity) enter into Nature

or Soul,”’—theso two alono being not-products. But perhaps

some one may say “ Mind and the rest may exist quite inde-

pendently of the pair of alternatives (just mentioned). In .
regard to this he declares as follows’].

AARUE T 1 38 |l

Mind and the vest wonldmot  APN- 184.—If they were other than

b.;r at all, if .:‘ed’w' #rodwct  theso two thoy would be void [—see-

ing that there is nothing self-existent

besides Soul and Nature. ¢ Well now, (some one may say,)

why should it bo under the character of a product that Mind

and the rest are a sign of (there being such a principle as)

nature? They may be (more properly said to be) a sign

merely in virtue of their not occurring apart from it. To this
he replies”’].

Ly o
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What Lind of causes can Aph. 135.—The causo is inferred
be inferred from their effects. 51 the effect [—in the case of Na-
ture and her products—], because it accompanies it. [ That
(other relation, other than that of material and product, which
you would make out to exist between Nature and Mind,) may
indeed be where the nature (or essence) of the cause is not seen
in tho effect, as (is the caso witk) the inforence—from the rising
of the moon—that the sea is swollen (into full tide,—rising, with
maternal affection, towards her son who was produced from
her bosom on the occasion of the celebrated Churning of the
Ocean. Though the swelling of the tide does not occur ‘ apart
from’ the rising of the moon, yet here-the cause—moon-riso
—is not seen in the effect—tide; and consequently, though
we infer the effect from tho cause, the cause could not have
been inferred from the effect). But in the present case, since
wo sco in Mind and the rest, the characters of Nature, the

H 2
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cause ¢ inferred from the offect. ¢ Because it accompanies
it’—i. e. becaunse, in Mind and the rest, we see the properties
of Nature,” i.e. Nature lersclf actually present, as we see
the clay which is the cause of a jar actually present in the jar.
Bat it may still be objectod,—* if it be thus, then let that prin-
ciple itself—the ¢ Great one,” or Mind,—be the cause of tho
world :—what need of Nature 2 To this he replies”].

T fmfasE 1 3 1l

How Mind must have an Aph. 136.—The undiscrete, [Nature,
antecedent. must be inferred] from its [discreto
and dissoluble] effect, [Mind], in which are the three Qualities,
[which constitute Nature. “ ‘It goes to dissolution’—such is
the import of the term linga, here rendered ‘effect.” From
that (dissoluble effect),—viz. the ¢ Great’ principle, or Mind,
—in which aro the threo Qualitics, Naturc must be inferred.
And that the ¢ Great’ principle, in the shapo of ascertainment
(or distinet intellection), is limited (or diseroto), and pevishablo
_ 18 established by direct observation. Therefore (—i. e. since
Mind, being perishable, must be resolvable into something else,)
we infer that into which it is resolvable,””—in other words its
¢ cause,’—here analogously termed lingin, since ¢effect’ had
been termed linga.  But then, (some one may say,) still some-
thing quite different may be the cause (of all things) ;—what
noed of this Nature of yours? In regard to this ho remarks
as follows”].
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Why Nature, and nothing Aph. 137.—There is no denying
else, must be the root of all.  ¢hap it [—Nature—] is because of its
effects ; [—for, “is the cause of this (world) a product or not
o product ? If it were a product, then, the same being (with
equal propriety to be assumed to be) the case with its cause,
there would be a regressus in infinitum. If effects be from any
root (—to which there is nothing antccodent—), then this is
that” to which we give the name of Nature].
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It is wot from any effect Aph. 138.—[The relation of cause
that Soulis inferred. and effect is] not [alleged as] the
means of establishing [the existence of Soul], because, as is the
case with [the disputed term] ¢ merit,” there is no dispute about
there boing such a kind of thing, [though wlat kind of thing
1s matter of dispate. ““ The dispute is (not as to Soul’s being,
but) as to its peculiarity (of being),—as (whether it be) multi-
tudinous or sole, all-pervading or not all-pervading, and so forth_
Just as in every (philosophical system or) theory there is no
dispute as to (there being something to which may be applied the
term) ¢ merit’ (dharma), for the difference of opinion has regard
to the particular kind” of thing,—such as sacrifices according to
the Mimdnsa creed, or good works according to the Nyfya,— -
which shall be held to involve ‘merit.’” But some one may
say—‘ Souls are nothing else than the body and its organs, &c. ;
—what need of imagining anything else ? To this he replies”].

QTR GAE 1| Qg 1

Aph. 139.—Soul is somothing elso
than the body, &e.
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The discerplible is subser- Aph. 140.—Because that which is
vient fo the indiscerptible. o 1nbined [and is therefore discerp- -
tible,] is for the sake of some other [not discerptible. * And
that which is discerptible is intended for something else that
is indiscerptible. If it were intended for something else that
is discerptible, there would bo & regressus in infinitum ; combin-
edness (—involving discerptibleness—) exists occultly in Na-
ture aswell as the rest, because, otherwise, discerptibleness .
would not prove discoverable in the products thereof”].

Materialism sconted.
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Soul presents wo symptow  Aph. 141.—[And Soul is something
of being material. else than the body, &c.], because there
is [in Soul] the reverse of the three Qualities, &c. [—i. e.,
‘ because tliey are nof seen in it’’]. :
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Another proof that soulis  Aph. 142.—And [Soul is not mate-
not material. rial] because of its superintendence
[over Nature. “ For a superintendent is an intelligent being,
and Nature is unintelligent.”]

-
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Aph. 143.—And [Soul is not mate-
_ rial] because of its being the ex-
periencer. [““It is Nature that is experienced ;—the experi-
encer is Soul. Although Soul, from its being unchangeably
the same, is not (really) an experiencer, still the assertion (in
the aphorism) is made because of the fact that the reflection
of the Intellect befals it,”’—and thus makes it seem as if it ex-
perienced :—see Aph. 58. 'Well, ““ efforts are engaged in for the
sake of Liberation. Pray, is this (for the benefit) of the Soul
or of Nature,”—since Nature, in the shape of Mind, is, it
sooms, the experiencer ?]
N Y .
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For Soul, mot Nature,is  Aph. 144.—[It is for Soul and not
liberation wanted. for Nature,] because the exertions are
with a view to isolation [from all qualities,—a condition to
" which Soul is competent, but Nature not. For ‘the very
essence of Nature cannot depart from it (so as to leave it in the
state of absolute solitary isolation contemplated,) for the three
Qualities are its very essence, (the departure of which from it
would leave nothing behind) ; and because it would thus prove
to be not eternal (—while in reality it is eternal,) The isola-

Another proof.
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tion (kaivalya) of that alone is possible of which the qualities
are reflectional (and not constitutive—see Aph. 58—) and that
is Soul”]. -
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Aph. 145.—Since light does not per-
tain to the unintelligent, light, [which
must pertain to something or other, is the essence of the Soul,
which, self-manifesting, manifests whatever else is manifest.
“It is a settled point that the unintelligent is not a light—
(it is not self-manifesting). If Soul also were unintelligent
(—as the Naiyfyikas hold it to be in substance—knowledge
being by them regarded not as its essence or substratum but
as one of its qualitics—), then there would need to be another
light for i¢ ;—and, as the simpler theory, let Soul itself consist
essentially of light.”” “ And there is scripture (in support -
of this view :—for example the two following texts from the
Vrihaddranyaka Upanishad) :—* Wherewith shall one distin-
guish that wherewith one distinguishes all this (world) ?’
¢ Whorowith shall one take cognizance of the cognizor ?’”
But the Naiyiyika may urge—“let Soul be unintelligont
[in its substanco], but having Intelligenco as its attribute.

Thereby it manifests all things, but lt is not essentmlly intelli-
gence. To this he replies’].

faj e et ) \afg I

. Aph. 146.—It [Soul] has not In-
telligence. as its attribute, because it
is without quality. [ He declares that there is a contradic-

tion to Scripture” in the view which he is contending against.]
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Scripture higher evidence Aph. 147.—There is no denial [to
than supposed intuition. be allowed] of what is established by
Scripture, because the [supposed] evidence of intuition for this
[i. e. for the existence of qualities in the Soul] is confuted [by

The nature of the Soul,

Soul has no quality.
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the scriptural declaration of the contrary. ¢ The text—‘ For
this Soul is un-companioned,” &c., would be confuted if there
were any annexation of qualities” to Soul :—and the notion of
confuting Scripture is not to be entertained for a moment].
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Aph. 148.—[If soul were unintelli-
gent] it would not be witness [of its
own comfort] in profound [and dream-
less] sleep, &c. [ But that this is not the case (may be infer-
red) from the phenomenon that ‘I slept pleasantly, &e.’ By
the ‘ &c.’ (in the aphorism) dreaming is included.” “ The
Vedéntins say that ¢ soul is ome only’; and so, again, ¢ For
Soul is eternal, omnipresent, changeless, void of blemish ’—
¢ Being one (only), it is divided (into a seeming multitude) by
Nature (3'akti)—i. e.—Illusion (mdyd),—but not through its
* own essence, (—to which there does not belong multiplicity).’
In regard to this he says as follows.””]
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Aph. 149.—From the several allot-
Mm’” is o mltiplicity of  ment of birth, &c., a multiplicity of
souls [is to be inferred. “If soul
were one only, then when one is born, all would be born,
&e.”].
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Aph. 150.—[The Vedantins say
The view of the Veddsts i}44] there being a difference in its
on this point. . g
: investments, moreover, multiplicity
attaches [seemingly] to the one [Soul], as is the case with
Space by reason of jars, &c., [which mark out the spaces that
they occupy. But the argument, though partially stating a
truth, does mnot prove the non-plurality of Soul. * As Space

Argument against the soul's
being unintelligent.
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18 one, (and yet) in consequence of the difference of adjuncts,
—jors, &c.—when the jar is destroyed, it is (familiarly) said
“the jar’s space is destroyed’—(for there then no longer exists
a space marked out by the jar) ;—so also, on the hypothesis of
there being but one Soul, since there is a difference of cor-
poreal limitation, on the destruction thereof (—i. e. of the
limitation occasioned by any particular human body—), it is
merely a way of talking (to say) ‘The soul has perished.’
(This indced is so far true that there is really no perishing of
the soul, but then it is true) also on the hypothesis that there
are many souls ; (and it must be true,) otherwise, since soul is
cternal (—without beginning or end—as both parties agree—),
how could there be the appointment of birth and death ?”’]
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Aph. 151.—Theinvestment is differ-

w%'%:’: of the Vedinia  o¢ [_according to the Vedéntins—],
_ but not that to which this belongs

[—and the absurd consoquences of snch an opinion will bo
scon.  “ “Tho investnent is different’—(—thero aro diverse
bodios, of John, Thomas, &c.); ¢ that to which this belongs’
—i. e. that (Soul) to which this investment (of body in all its
multiplicity) belongs,” is not different (—but is one only—) ;
such is the meaning. And (now consider), in consequence
of the destruction of one thing, we are not to speak as if there
woro tho destruction of somothing olso,—becauso this (if it
were evidence of a thing’s being destroyed) would present
itself where it ought not—(the destruction of Devadatta e. g.
presenting itself as a fact when we are considering the case
of Yajnadatta, who is not for that reason to be assumed to
be dead);—and on the hypothesis that Soul is one, the
(fact that the Vedinta makes an) imputation of inconsistent
conditions is quite cvident, since Bondage and Liberation do
not (and cannot) belong (simultaneously) to one. But the
conjunction and (simultaneous) non-conjunction of the ‘sky

1
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(or space) with smoke, &c., (of which the Vedéntin may seek
to avail himself ds an illustration,) are nof contradictory, for
Conjunction is not pervasion ;» (—whereas, on the other hand,
it would be nonsense to speak of Bondage as affecting one
portion of a monad, and Liberation affecting another portion,
as a monkey may be in conjunction with a branch of a tree
without being in conjunction with the stem].
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The Sinkhya it fres from PN 152.—Thus [—i. e. by taking
the charge of absurdity to the Sfnkhya view—] there is no im-
which the Veddnla is open. . . ops

putation of contradictory conditions
to [a Soul supposed to be] everywhere present as one [infinite-
ly extended monad. ¢ But (the—Vedéntin may contend)—we
sce the condition of another attributed even to one quite
different, as—e. g.—Nature’s charactor as an agent (is attri-
buted) to soul-—which is one other (than Nature). 'T'o this
he replies”].

SRuEsfa AT e 11 QY3 |

Aph. 153.—Fven though there be
[imputed to Soul] the possession of
the condition of another, this [—that it really possesses
such—] is not established by the imputation, because it
[Soul] is one [absolutely simple unqualified entity. The no-
tion “ that Soul is an agent is a mistake, becanse, that Soul is
not an agent is true, and the imputation (of agency to Soul)
is not true, and the combination of the trne and the untrme
is not real.” ¢ But (the Vedéntin may say)—then thus there
will be an opposition to the scripture,—for according to that
—*Brahma is one without a second ;—there is nothing here
diverso ;—death after death does he (—deluded man—) obtain
who here sees as it were a multiplicity.” To this he replies”].

Imputation is not proof.
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Scripture, speaking of 8wt APh. 154.—There is no opposition
m.ﬁ speaking of it geme- o the scriptures [declaratory] of the
non-duality [of Soul], because the
reference [in such texts] is to the genus [or to Soul in general.
“By genus we mean sameness, the fact of being of the same
naturo ;—and it is to this alono that the texts about the non-
duality [of Soul] have reference. It is not the indivisibleness
(of Soul,—meaning by its indivisibleness the impossibility
that there should be more souls than one,—that is meant in
such texts—) because there is no motive” for viewing Soul as
fhus indivisiblo.  “ Bub then (—tho Vodéntin may rejoin—)
Bondage and Liboration are just as incompatiblo in any single
soul, on tho theory of him who assorts that souls are many,
(and that each is at once bound and free). To this he re-
plies”].
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Aph. 155.—Of him [i. o. of that
qyf?“;'mﬁ?:“’ o Bord- goul] by whom the cause of Bondage
is known, thore is that condition [of
isolation, or entire liberation], by the perception [of the fact
that Nature and soul are distinct, and that he really was nof
bound even when he seemed to be so. The soul in Bondage
which is no real bondage, may be typified by Don Quixote
hanging in the dark from the ledge of a supposed enormous
precipice, and bound to hold on for his life, from not knowing
that his toes were within six inches of the ground. Well,
rejoins the Vedintin, ¢ Bondage (—as you justly observe—) is
dependent on non-perception (of the truth), and is not real :—
it is & maxim that non-perception is removed by perception :—
and, on this showing, we see the (force of the) reasoning on
the hypothesis that soul is one, but not on that of Soul’s being
multitudinous. To this he replies”.]
12
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Aph. 156.—Nay—because the blind
do not seo can those that have their
eyesight not perceive? [ There are many arguments (in
support of the view) of those who assort that souls are many,”
though you do not see them.]

- © A
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Aph. 157.—Vémadeva, as well as
others, has been liberated, [if we are
to believe the scriptures, therefore]
non-duality is not [asserted in the same scriptures in the Vedén-
tic sense. ** In the Purénas, &c., we hear ¢ Vimadeva has been
liberated,’ ¢ Suka has been liberated,” and so on. If Soul were
one, since the liberation of all would tako placo on the libora-
tion of one, the scriptural mention of a divorsity (of separato
and succossivo liborations) would bo sell-conteadictory.”  But
the Veddntin may rejoin—‘on the theory that Souls are
many,—since the world has been from eternity, and from time
to time some one or other is liberated, so, by degrees all
having been liberated, there should be a universal void:—
but on the theory that Soul is one, Liberation is merely the
departure of an adjunct,”—which, the Vedéntin flatters him-
self, does not involve the inconsistency which he objects to
the Sdnkhya. To this he replies.]

-
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Aph. 158.—Though it [—the
world—] has boen from ctornity,
since there, up to this day, has not been [an entire emptying
of the world], the future also [may be inferentially expected
to be] thus [as it has been heretofore. “ Though the world
has been from eternity, since np to this day we have not seen
it become a void, there is no proof (in support) of the view
that there will be Liberation” of all Souls so as to leavo a void].

He jeereth the Veddntin,

Seripture proof that Souls
are many.

As it has been, so will it be.
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The siream of wmundane A]’h' 159.—As now [thlngs are,
things will flow on for ever. g5 gverywhere [will they continue to
go on;—hence there will be] no absolute cutting short [of
the course of mundane things. ¢ Since souls are (in number)
without cnd, though Liberation successively take place, there
will not be (as a necessary consequence) a cutting short of
the world. As now, so every where,—i. e. in time to come
also,—there will be Liberation, but not therefore an absolute
cutting short (of the world), since of this the on-flowing is
eternal.”” Moreover, ““on the theory also that Liberation is
the departure of an adjunct we should find a universal void,—
so that tho doubt is alike (in the application to either view).
Just as thero might be an end of all things on the successive
liberation of many souls, so since all adjuncts would cease
when (the fruit of) works (—this fruit being in the shape of
Soul’s association with body as its adjunct—) came to an end,
tho world would becomo tho void,” on the Vedinta theory
as well as on tho Siukhya one. 1f the Vedéntin says ““ there
will not be a void, beeause adjuncts are (in number) cndless;
then it is the samo on the thoory that Souls are many too ;—
for while those get liberated who become knowing (in regard
to the fact that Nature and Soul are different), there will not
be a void, because there is everlastingly no end of multitudes
of souls in the universe.” DBut some one may ask—*is Soul
essentially bound or free? 1f (essentially) bound, then, since
its essence caunot depart, there is no Liberation ;—for if it
(the essence) departed, then it (Soul) would (cease with the
cessation of its essence and) not be eternal. If (on the other
hand, you rcply that it is essentially) free, then meditation,
and tho like, (which you prescribe for the attainment of liber-
ation) is unmeaning. 'To this he replies.”’]
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Soul is evsr fres, though it Aph. 160.—It [Soul] is altogether
may seem bound in all sorts free, [but seemingly] multiform [or
of ways. . .
different in appearance from a free
thing, through a delusive semblance of being bound. It
is not bound, nor is it liberated, but it is ever free; (see Aph.
19). But the destruction of ignorance (as to its actual free-
dom) is effected by meditation, &c.,” which are therefore not
unmenning, as alleged under Aph. 159. “1It has been de-
clared that Soul is a witness. Since it is a witness (—some
one may object—) even when it has attained to- discriminating
(between Nature and Soul), there is no Liberation,—(Soul, on
this showing, being not an absolutely simple entity but some-
thing combined with the character of a spoctator or witnoss.)
To this he replies.”]
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Aph. 161.—1It [Soul] is a witness
through its connection with sense-
organs [—which quit it on Liberation].
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The veal condition of Sovl Aph. 162.—[The naturo of Soul

is] constant frecodom, [—* that is to
say, it is positively always devoid of the Bondage called Pain,
becanse Pain, and the rest, are modifications of Understande
ing,”—which is a modification of Nature, from which Soul
is really distinct].

N ~
TR I g
Aph. 163.—And finally [the nature
of the Soul is] indifference [to Pain
and Pleasure alike. ‘ By ‘indifference’ is meant inaction.”
But some one may say—* the fact of Soul’s being an agoent
"is declared in Scripture :—how is this (—if, as you say, it
bo not an agent) ? To this he replies].

How Soul is a spectator.

Soul's indifference.
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How Sonl, which is not an Aph. 164.—1Its [—Soul’s-—-fa.ncy 0f]
ogent, isget spokem of assuch.  heing an agent is from the proxi-
mity of Intellect, from the proximity of Intellect. [ Its
‘being aun agent’—i. e. its, Soul’s, fancy of being an agent,
is ‘from tho proximity of Intellect,’—i. e. from the influonce
of Naturo,”’—sco dph. 19—of which Intellcct—seco Aph. 61—
is a modification. “ The repetition of the expression from
tho proximity of Intellect’ is meant "to show that we have
. reached the conclusion :—for thus do we see (practised) in the
scripturcs,”’—e. g. where it is said in the Veda—* Soul is to
be known, it is to be discriminated from Naturo : thus it docs
not como aguin, it docs not come again,” *So much, for
the First Book—that on the (topics or) object-matter (of the
Sénkhya system).”]
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BOOK II.-

INTRODUCTION,

[“THE object-matter (of the Institute) has boen set forth
(in B. 1.). Now, in order to provoe that it is not the Soul that
undergoes the alterations (observable in the course of things),
he will tell diffusely in the Second Book how the creation is
formed out of the Primal Principle. There too the nature of
the products of Nature is to be declared fully, with a view to
the very clear discrimination of Soul from thoso. Thorofore,
according to tho vorsos :—* Whoso rightly knows its changes,
and tho Primal Agont [Naturc], and Soul tho ctornal, ho,
thirsting no more, is emancipated,”—we remark that, with
reference to the character, &c., of Emancipation, all the three
(things mentioned in these verses) require to be known. And
here, in the first place, with advertence to the consideration
that if Nature, which is unintelligent, were to create without
a motive, we should find even the emancipated one bound
ho states the motive for the creation of the world.]

" fAaaTT R A e 0

Aph. 1.—Of Nature [the agency,
or the becoming a maker, is] for the
cmancipation of what is [really, though not appavently] oman-
cipatod, or olso for [the removal of] itsolf.  [““'Tho oxprossion
¢ the becoming a maker’ is borrowed from the last aphorism
of the preceding Book. Nature makes the world for the
sake of removing the pain, which is really a shadow, belong-
ing to the Soul which is in its very naturo free from the bonds
of pain,—~—or (—to explain it otherwise—) for the sake of

The molive for creation.
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removing pain (connected) by means of but a shadowy link ;
or (on the other hand) it is ‘for the sake of itself,’—that is
to say, for the sake of removing the actually real pain (which
consists) of itself.”” “ Although experience (of good and ill)
also, as well as Emancipation, is a motive for creation, yet
Emancipation alone is mentioned, inasmuch as it is the princi-
pal ono.” “ But then if creation were for the sake of Eman-
cipation, thon, sinco Jwancipation might tako placo through
creation onco for all, thero would not bo croation again and
again :—to which he replies.”’]
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Aph. 2.—Because this {Emancipa.-
tion] is [only] of him that is devoid
of passion, [ emancipation does not take place through creation
once for all, but it is (the lot only) of him that has been
extremely tormented many times by the various pain of birth,
death, sickness, &c.; and therefore (successive creation goes
on) because Emancipation actually occurs in the case only of
him in whom complote dispassion has arison through the
knowlodgo of tho distinctuoss of Nature and Soul :—such is
tho mcaning.” “1Ilo tells tho roason why dispassion does
not take place through creation once for all.”’]
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Force of the foregoing  Aplh. 3.—It is not effected by the
reason. mero hearing, because of the forcible-
ness of the impressions from eternity. [ Even the hearing
(of scripture, in which the distinctness of Nature from Soul
is enounced,) comes (—not to all alike, but only—) through
the merit of acts done in many births (or successive lives).
Even then, dispassion is not established through the mero
hearing, but through direct cognition ; and direct cognition
does not take place suddenly, because of the forcibleness of
false impressions that have existed from eternity,—but (the
required direct cognition takes place) through the completion

K

Successive crealion why.
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of Concentration, and there is an abundance of obstacles to
Concentration (—see Yoga Aphorisms, B. IL);—therefore
only after many births does dispassion and Emancipation take
place at any time of any one at all :—such is the meaning.
He states another reason for the continuous flow of creation.””]
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Another veason for conti- Aph. 4.—Or as people have sever-
wuous ereation. ally many dependent [on them, as
wife, children, &c., so also the Qualities, have to emanci-
pate innumerable Souls severally. Therefore, however many
Souls may have been emancipated, the on-flow of creation
takes place for the emancipation of other Souls,—for Souls are
(in number) without end.” “But why is it asserted that
Nature alone creates, when, by the text * From that or this
Soul, proceeded the Ether,” &c., it is proved that Soul also
creates ? To this he replies.”]
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Aph. 5.—And since it [the charac-
ter of creator] belongs really to
Nature, it follows that it is fictitiously attributed to Soul.
[“But how is it laid down that Nature’s creativeness is real,
since we are told (in scripture) that creation is on a level
with a dream ? To this he replics.””]
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The realily of Naturds Aph. 6.—Since it is proved from
erealsvenass, the products, [*for products are real,
inasmuch as they produce impressions and oxhibit acts.” The
reality of external things is established here just as it is by
Locke, who says “I think God has given me assurance enough
as to the existence of things without me; since by their
different application I can produce in myself both pleasure
and pain (artha), which is one great concernment of my
present state.”” These existing products being admitted, the

Nature, not Soul, creates.
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Saukhya argues that they must have a cause ;—and, as this
cause means neither more nor less than something creative,
whatever proves the existence of the cause, proves, at the
same time, its creative character].
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Aph. 7.—The rule is with reference
to one knowing,—just as escape from
a thorn, [—for “ as one and the same thorn is not a cause of
pain just to him who, being ¢ one knowing,’ i. e., aware of it,
escapes from that same,+but actually is so in respect of others,
—=s0 Nature also is escaped just by ‘one knowing,’—one
aware,—one who has accomplished the matter ;—just to him
does it not consist of pain; but to others, who are not know-
ing, it actually is & cause of pain;—such is the ‘rule,’—
meaning the distribution.”
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Soul mol creative, thongh Aph. 8.—Fivon though there be con-
associaled with what is 20 junction [of Soul] with the other [viz.
Nature], this [power of giving rise to products] does not
exist in it [Soul] immediately,—just like the burning action
of iron. [“ Even though there be conjunction with Nature,
there belongs to Soul no creativeness ‘immediately,’ i. e.,
directly. An illustration of this ie, ‘like the burning action
of iron’ :—as iron doos not possess directly a burning power,
but this is only fictitiously attributed to it, being through the
fire conjoined with it ;—such is the meaning. But in the
example just mentioned, it is admitted that there is an alter-
ation of both, for this is proved by sense-evidence; but in
the instance undor doubt, since the case is accounted for by
the modification of one only, there is cumbrousness in postu-
lating the modification of both ;—because, otherwise, by the
conjunction of the China-rose, it might be held that the colour
of the crystal was changed.”’]

K 2

W ko escape nalure.
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Aph. 9.—When there is passion or
dispassion, there is concentration [in
the latter case, and] creation [in the former. “ When there
is passion, there is creation; and whon thero is dispassion,
there is ¢ concentration,’ i. e., the abiding (of Soul) in its own
nature ;—in short, emancipation.”]
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Aph. 10.—In the order of Mind,
&c., [is the creation] of the five ele-
ments [—or of the material world].
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Naturs's products not for Aph. 11.—Since creatiop is for tho
themaelves. sake of Soul, the origination of these

[products of Naturo] 18 not for thoir own sako.
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Relative time and space Aph. 12.—[Relative] Space and
whence. Time [arise] from the Ether, &c., [but
¢ the Space and Time which are eternal (and absolute), those
two, being the source of the Ether, are really sorts of qualitics
of Nature ;—thereforo it is consistent that Space and Timo
should be all-pervading. But the Space and I'ime which are
limited, these arise from the Ether, through the conjunction
of this or that (limiting) object.” ¢ Now he oxhibits, in
their order, through their nature and their habits, the things
mentioned (in Apk. 10) as in the order of Mind, &c.”)
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Aph. 13.—Intellect is judgment.
| ¢ Intellect’ is a synonyme of the
Great Principle (or Mind,—sce B. I. 71); and ‘judgmeont,’
called also ascertainment, is its peculiar modification; such

Crealion wM.

Order of creation.

Mind or Intellect defined.
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is the meaning ;—but they aro st forth as identical,—because
a property, and that of which it is the property, are indivisi-
ble. And it is to be understood that this Intellect is ¢ Great,’
because it pervades all effects other than itself, and because
it is of great power.” ‘ He mentions other properties also of
the Great Principlo.”]
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Aph. 14.—Merit, &c., are products

of it, [for “ Merit, Knowledge, Dis-
passion, and (supernatural) Power, are formed out of wntellect,
—not formed of self-consctousness (ahankdra), because intel-
leet alone (and not self-consciousnoss), is & product of supor-
lative Purity,”—without admixturo of Passion and Darkness.
“ Bub then, if it bo thus, how can tho provalonco of demerit,
in the portions of intellect lodged in men, cattle, &c., be
accounted for ? To this he replies”].

AEIUCETIRUQAR 11 W N

Opposite products of ine Aph. 15.—Tho Groat ono [—Inicl-
telloct. lect—] becomes reversed through ad-
jacent tincture, [i. 0., * through being tingod by Passion and
Darkness, it also becomes °reversed’ i. e., vile, with the
properties of Demerit, Ignorance, Non-dispassion, and want
of (supernatural) Power.” ¢ Having characterised the Great
Principle, he defines its product—Self-consciousness’].
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Aph. 16.—Self-consciousness is a
conceit, [— what makes the Ego, as
a potter (makes a pot),—the thing (called) the internal
instrument (wnlw’karana) ; and this, inasmuch as a proporty
and that of which it is the property are indivisible, is spoken
of as “a conceit (viz. of personality,’) in order to acquaint
us that this is its peculiar modification. Only when a thing
has been determined by intellect (—i. e., by an act of judg-

Products of intellect.

Self-consciousness.
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ment—see Apl. 13—), do the making of an Ego, and the
making of a Meum, take place”]. .
] ¢
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Products of Self-conscions- Aph. 17.—The product of it [viz.
ness, of Self-consciousness] is the eleven

[organs], and the five Subtile Elements, [but “among these
he mentions a distinction’].
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Aph. 18.—The eleventh, consisting
~ of [the principle of] Purity, proceeds
from modified Self-consciousness.

[““The ¢eleventh,’i. e., the completer of the eleven, viz.,
the Mind, (or ‘the internal organ,” which is not to be con-
founded with ¢ the great one’ called also Intellect and Mind),
alone among the set consisting of sixteen [Aph. 17] consists
of Purity :—therefore it is produced from Self-consciousncss
¢ modified,” i. e., pure;—such is the meaning. And hence,
too, it is to be reckoned that the ten organs are from the
Passionate Self-consciousness, and the Subtile Elements from
the Dark Self-consciousness”].
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Aph. 19.—Along with the organs
of action and the organs of under-
standing, another is the eleventh. [“The organs of action are
five, the vocal organ, the hands, the feet, the anus, and the
generative organ; and the organs of understanding are five,
those called the organs of sight, hearing, touch, taste, and
smell. Along with these ten, ‘another,” viz., the Mind, is
¢ the eleventh,’ i. e., is the eleventh organ.’’]
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Aph. 20.—They [the organs] are

not formed of the Elements, because
there is scripture for their being formed of Self-conscionsness.

The Mind whence.

Of the Organs.

The Nydya view rejected.
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A test explained, Aph. 21.—The text regarding ab-
sorption into deities is not [declara-
tory] of an originator, [—for although a thing, e. g., a jar,
when it ceases to be a jar, is usually spoken of as being
resolved into its originator, viz., into earth,—yet “ we see the
absorption of a drop of water into what notwithstanding is
not its originator, viz., the ground,” and such is the absorp-
tion into a deity from whom the Mind absorbed did not
originally emanate.]
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Aph. 22.—[No organ is eternal as
some hold the mind to be], because
we have scripture for their beginning to be, and because we
see their destruction, [—for “we are certified of their de-
structibleness by the fact that, in the conditions of being aged,
&c., the mind also, like the sight and the rest, decays.”]

wAfwaffd uramiEsE gy 0

The Sense not to be come Aph. 23.—The Sense is supersen-
Jounded with ita site. suous, [it being the notion] of mis-
taken persons [that the Sense exists] in [identity with] its
site [—Sight, e. g., in identity with the eye-ball].
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AUl the organs wot ons  Aph. 24.—Moreover, a difference
organ. being established if a difference of
powers be conceded, there is not a oneness [of the organs.
“ Even by the admission that a diversity of powers belongs to
one single organ, the diversity of organs is established, be-
cause the powers are the organs.”” And if you say “there is
something unphilosophical in supposing various kinds of organs
to arise from one single Self-consciousness,—he replies”].

No organ eternal.
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" Theoretical considerations  APh. 25.—A theoretical objection
cannot upsat facts. is not [of any woight] in the case of
~what is matter of ocular evidence.

SHATER & 1| RE 1

Diversified operation of Aph. 26.—The Mind identifies itself
Mind. with both [ the organs of intellection
and of action,”’—as he procoeds to oxplain].

U RUHRAE TS EHTGTEA 1 R 11

. Aph. 27.—By reason of the varie-

How this Rappent. ties of transformation of [which] the
Qualities [are susceptible], there is a diversity [of their pro-
duct the Mind], according to circnmstancos. [Tor, “as ono
single man supports a variety of characters, through the force
of association,—being, through association with his beloved,
a lover,—through association with one indifferent, indifferent,
—and, throngh association with some other, something other,
—s0 the Mind also, through association with the organ of
vision, or any other, becomes various, throngh its becoming
ono with tho organ of vision, or any othor,—by its boing
(thereby) distinguished by the modification of seeing, or the

like.”’] o
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Aph. 28.—Of both [sets of organs
the object is that list of things] begin-
ning with Colour, and ending with the dirt of Taste, [—* mean-
ing by the ¢ dirt’ of the tastes of food, &c., ordure, &c.,”” into
which the food, consisting of tho quality Taste, &c., is partly
transformed].

What the organs deal with,

»
C e
W
&
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The Organs and their pos- Aph. 29.—The being the seer, &c.,
sexsors. belongs to the Soul; the instrumen-
tality belongs to the Organs, [—** for as a king, even without
himself energizing, becomes a warrior through his instrument,
his army, by directing this by orders simply,—so the Soul,
though quiescent, through all the organs, of vision, &c., be-
comes a seer, a speaker, and a judger, and the like, merely
through the proximity called ¢ Conjunction,’—because it moves
these as the loadstone’” does the iron, withont exerting any
eflort].

T ETETEH | go |l

Differences in the internal Aph. 30.—Of the three [internal
organs. organs, meaning here (1) Intellect, (2)
Self-consciousness, and (3) the Mind], there is a diversity
among themselves, [“ the aspect of Intelligence being atten-
tion,—of Self-consciousness, conceit [of personality],—of the
Mind, decision and doubt].

FEATERTEfT: T T O R

A characler common to the Aph. 31.—The five airs, Breath,
three. &c., are the modilication, in common,
of the [three internal] instruments; [— that is to say, the
five, in the shape of Breath, &c., which are familiarly known
as ‘airs,” because of their circulating as the air does,—these
(animal spirits) are the joint or common °modification,” or
kinds of altored form, ¢ of the instruments,’ i. e., of the triad
of internal instruments.” And ‘‘ the opinion is not ours, as
it is that of the Vaiseshikas, that the modifications of the
organs take place successively only, and not simultaneously ;—
s0 he next tells us’].

LY
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Sense-impressions, &o., not Aplh. 32.—The modifications of the
exolusively suovessive. organs take place both successively
and simultaneously.
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The ideas which constitute Aph. 33.—The modifications [of the
the world. understanding, which are to be shown
to be the cause of the world, and] which are five, are [some
of them] painful and [others] not painful, [and “that the
modifications are of five sorts, is declared by Patanjali’s aphor-
ism,”—see Yoga Aphorisms B. 1., 6].

He acquaints us with the nature of Soul.

-
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Aph. 34.—On tho cessation thereol
[viz., of mundane influcuces], its tine-
ture ceasing, it [Soul] abides in itself, [—‘that is to say,
during the state of repose of these modifications, it (the
Soul), the reflection of these having ceased, is abiding in
itself,—being at other times also, as it were, in isolation,

» Soul's relation thereto.

(—though seemingly not so0). And to this offect thore is a
trind of Aphorisms of the Yogna,” viz. B. L., 2, 3, and 4].

FaRa" Afw ngy n
Aph. 35.—And as [by] a flower the
gem, [—i. e.,, “as the gem called
rockerystal, by reason of a flowor of the Hibiscus, becomes
red,—not abiding in its own state,—and, on the removal
thereof, becomes colourless,—abiding in its own state,—in
like manner” is the Soul apparently tinged by the adjunction
of the Qualities.  But then (it may be asked), by whose
effort does the aggregate of the organs come into operation,
since Soul is motionless, and since it is denied that there is
any Lord (or Demiurgus) ? To this he replies”].

This illustrated.
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What moves the Organs Aph. 36.—The Orguns also [—just
to operale. as Nature energizes—] arise, for the
sake of Soul, from the development of desert, [which, we
repeat, “belongs entirely to the investment,”—the Soul not
really possessing either merit or demerit.  Ile mentions an
instanco of a thing’s spontancously cuergizing for tho sake
of another”].

-
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Aph. 87.—As the ;cow for the calf
[ quito spontaneously distils milk,
and awaits no other effort, just so, for the sake of the master,
Soul, the Organs energize quite spontaneously; such is the
meaning. And it is seen that, out of profound sleep, under-
standing of its own accord wakes up’’].

[P o
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Aph. 38.—Organ is of thirtoon
sorts, through division of the subor-
dinates, [“ ¢ division of tho rubordinates’ having rcforence to
the fact that it is understanding which is the principal organ.”
““ But then, understanding (it seems) alone is the principal
instrument in furnishing its object (of emancipation) to Soul,
and the instrumentality of the others is secondary,—in this
case what is meant by secondariness 2”’—why are they said to
be instrumental at all ? He replies].

-~
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Efiiciency of the organs  Aph. 39.—Because the quality of be-
whence. ing most efficient, is conjoined with
the organs,—as in the case of an axe. [“The quality of the
(principal) organ, the understanding, in the shape of being
most cfficient, on behalf of soul, exists derivatively in the
(other derivative) organs; therefore it is made out that an
organ is of thirteen kinds;—such is the connexion with the

L2

An sllustration.

The number of the Organs.
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preceding aphorism.” * ““As in the case of an axe.’ As,
although the blow itself, since it is this that puts an end to
our non-possession of the result, is the principal efficient in
the cutting, yet the axe also is an efficient, because of its close
proximity to the being the principal ofticiont ;—so hero also :—
such is the meaning. He does not here say that Self-con-
sciousness is secondarily efficient,—meaning to imply that it is
one with the internal organ. Specifying the precise state of
the case in regard to the condition of secondary and principal,
he says]
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Pre-eminent efficiency of ~ Aph. 40.—Among the two [the
Tntellect illustraied. external and the internal organs] the
principal is Mind, just as, in the world, among troops of
dependents. [“‘Among the two,” viz., the external and the
internal, ¢ Mind,’ i. e., understanding simply, is ‘the princi-
pal,’ i. e., chief;—in short is the immediate cause ;—Dbecause
it is it that furnishes Soul with its end ;—just as, among
troops of dependents, some one single person is the prime
minister of the king, and the others, governors of towns, &c.,
are his subordinates ;—such is the meaning.” And it must
be carefully observed that “here the word ¢ Mind’ does mnot
mean the third internal organ’ spokon of in Aph. 30, bub
Intellect, or  the Great One.’]

HRHER 1 8 1
Reason why Understand- Aph. 41.—[And Intellect is the
ing is the principal. principal or immediate and direct effi-
cient in Soul’s emancipation,] because there is no wandering
away,—[* that is to say, because it (understanding) pervades
. all the organs,—or because there is no result apart from it”].

ARG N 8% 1
Aph. 42.—So too because it [the

understanding] is the depository of
all the self-continuant impressions, [*“and not the Sight, &c.,

Another reason.
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or Self-consciousness, or the Mind ; else it could not happen
that things formerly seen, and heard, &c., should be remem-
bered by the blind, and deaf, &c.”].

GETHTTE 1 83 1l

Aph. 43.—And because we infer
this [its pro-cminence] by reason of its
meditating : [ for the modification of thought called ¢ medita-
tion’ is the noblest of all the modifications (incident to Soul
or pure Thought—whose blessedness or state of emancipation
it is to have no madification at all), and the Understanding
itsolf, which, as Loing tho dopository thereof, 18 further named
Thought (chittu,—from the same root as chinté—), is nobler
than the organs whose modifications are other than this.”’—
‘“ But then suppose that the modification ¢ meditation’ belongs
only to the Soul (—suggests some one). To this he replies”].

qREI @R 188 1l

Meditation nol ewential Aph. 44.—1t cannot be of its own
in Soul. nature, [—“ that is to say, meditation
cannot belong to Soul essentially, because of the immobility’
of Soul,—whereas ¢ meditation’ is an effort.

SR IUATATE: (e 8y i

A organ may be relalive- Aph. 45.—Tho condition [—as ro-
by principal und sccondary.  oyrds Soul’s instruments—] of second-
ary and principal is relative, because of the difference of
function, [—e. g., “in the operations of the Sight, &c., the
Mind is principal ; and in the operation of the Mind, Self-
consciousness, and in the operation of Self-consciousness, In-
tellect is principal,” or precedent. ‘But then, what is the
cause of this arrangement, viz., that of this (or that) Soul,
this (or that) Intellect alone, and not another Intellect, is the
instrument 7 With reference to this he says”].

Another reuson.
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Each one reape as he hath Aph. 46.—The energizing [of this
sowed. or that Intellect] is for the sake of
this [or that Soul], because of its having been purchased by
the works [or deserts] of this [or that Soul],—just as in the
world. [“Asin the world (or in ordinary affairs), whatever
axe, or the like, has been purchased by the act, e. g., of
buying, by whatever man,—the operation of that (axe, or the
like), such as cleaving, is only for the sake of that man (who
purchased it) :—such is the meaning. The import is, that,
therefrom is the distributive allotment of instruments” inquired
about, under the preceding aphorisms. And we must again
repeat that ¢ although there is no act in Soul, because it is
immoveable, still, since it is the means of Soul’s experience,
it is called the act of Soul, just like the victories, &c., of a
king (which aro roally tho acts of his servants), hecause of
Soul’s being the owner’ of the results of acts, as the king is
of the results of the actions of his troops. And “in order
to make clear the chiefship of Intellect, he sums up,” as
follows.]
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Aph. 47.—Admnitting that thoy [—
the various instruments of Soul, all]
equally act, the pre-eminence belongs to Intellect,—just as in
the world, just as in the world, [—‘because, that is to say,
it is just as the pre-eminence, in the world, belongs to the
prime minister,—among the rulers of towns, and the rest,
even although there be no difference in as far as regards their
. being (all alike workers) for the sake of the king. Therefore,
in all the institutes, is Intellect alone celebrated as ‘ the great
one.’ The repetition (viz., ‘just asin the world, just as in
the world,’) implies the completion of the Book™].

Summing up.
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BOOK IIL.

INTRODUCTION.

[“ From this forward, the gross product of Nature, the
great elements and the duad of bodies, are to be described ;
and thereafter the going into various wombs, and the like,
(this description being given) with a view to that less perfect
degree of dispassionateness which is the cause of one’s engag-
ing upon the means of knowledge; and thereafter, with a
view to perfect freedom from passion, all the means of know-
ledge are to be told : so the Third Book commences.”]

BT 1|

Aph. 1.—The origination of the
diversified [world of sense] is from
that which has no difference, [—i. e., “from that in which
there exists not a distinction in the shape of calmness, fierce-
ness, dulness, &c.,—viz., the Subtile Elements, called ¢ the
five somethings simply ;’—from this (set of five) is the origi-
nation of ‘the diversified,’—(so called) from their possessing
a difference in the shape of the calm, &c.,—viz., the gross,
the great Elements :—such is the meaning. For the fact of
cousisting of pleasure, or the like, in the shape of the calm,
and the rest, is manifested, in the degrees of greater and less,
&c., in the gross liloments only, not in the Subtile,—bocauso
these, since they havo but the one form of the calm, are mani.
fest to the ‘concontrated’’ practitioners of meditation, but
to no others. “ So then, having stated, by composing the
preceding Book, the origin of the twenty-three Principles,
he states the origination, therefrom, of the duad of bodies”].

The elements whence.
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Aph. 2.—Therefrom [i. e., from the
_twenty-three Principles, there is the
origination of] the Body [or pair of Bodies, the Gross and
the Subtile. ‘“Next he.provcs that mundane existence could
not be accounted for otherwise than on the ground of the
twenty-three Principles’].

At EEf: 131

Aph. 3.—From the sced thereof

The Body whence.

AMundane existence whence. . e .y
is mundane cxistence :—[* “ thereof,

i. e., of the Body ;—from the seed,” i. e., from the Subtile
one, as its cause, in the shape of the twenty-three Principles,
—is ‘mundane existence,’ i. e., do the going and coming of
Soul take place ;—for it is impossible that, of itself, there
should be a going, &c., of that which, in virtne of its all-
porvadingness, is immovable :—such is the wmeaning. For
Soul, being conditioned by the twenty-three Principles, only
by means of that investment migrates from Body to Body,
with a view to experiencing the fruits of previous works”].
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Mundane existence till Aph. 4.—And till there is discrimi-
when. nation, there is the energizing of these
which have no differences, [for “ of all Souls whatover, devoid
of the differences of being Lord or not Lord, &c., (—though
seemingly possessed of such differences,—) ‘ energizing,’ i. e.,
mundane existence, is inevitable just till there is discrimina-
tion (of Soul from its seeming investments), and it does nof
continue thereafter’’].

SETfEATE 11 Y |

Aph. 5.—Because of [the necessity
of] the other’s experiencing, [i. e.,
because of the necessity ¢ that the other,” i. e., that that (Soul)
which does not discriminate, should experience the fruit of
its own (reputed) acts’’].

The reason of this.
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Soul's bondage only seem- Aph. 6.—Tt [Sonl] is now quite
ing. free from both; [—‘now,” i. e,
during the time of mundane existence, Soul is really free
¢ from both,’ i. e., from the pairs, viz., cold and heat, pleasure
and pain, &c.”’].

* »
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Tho gross and Subtile Bo- Aph. 7.—The Gross [Body] usunally
dies distinguished. arises from father and mother; the
other one is not so :—[*“ the Gross one arises from father and
mother ‘usually,’ i. o., for the most part,—for there is mention
also of a Gross Body not born of a womb ;—and ¢ the other,’
i. e., the Subtile Body, is ‘not so,’ i. e., does not arise from
a father and mother, because it arises from creation, &c.”
“He next dccides the question—throngh disguise by which
one, of the Bodies—Gross and Subtile,—the conjunction of
the pairs (pleasure and pain, &c.,) with Soul takes place”].
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Which of the bodies is the Aph. 8.—To that which arose ante-

cause of Soul's bondage. cedently it belongs to be that whose
result is this,—because it is to the one that there belongs
fruition, not to the other: [—that is to say, * to have pleasure
and pain as its effect (reflected in Soul), belongs to that
Subtile Body alone whose origin was ‘antecodent,’ i. o., at the
commoncement of the creation (or annus magnus). Why ?—
because the fruition of what is called pleasure and pain belongs
to only ‘tho one,” i. o., the Subtilo Body, but not to ‘the
other,’ i. e., the Gross Body, because all are agreed that there
is neither pleasuro nor pain, &c., in a body of carth’].

Q.
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- The Sublile Body liow con Aph. 9.—The seventeen, as one,
slituted. are the Subtile Body. [“The Subtile
Body, further, through its being container and contained, is
M
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twofold. Tlore the seoventeen (—to be just moutionod—),
mingled, are the Subtile Body ; and that, at the beginning of
a creation, is but one, in the shape of an aggregate (—as tho
forest, the aggregate of many trees, is but one—): such is
the meaning. Tho seventeen are the cleven organs, the five
Subtile Elements, and Understanding. Self-consciousness is
included under Understanding.” “ But (ono may ask) if the
Subtile Body be one, then how should there be diverse experi-
ences accordingly as Souls are numerically distinct from one
another ? To this he replies’].
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How there come to be in- Aph. 10.—There is distinction of
dividuals. individuals throngh diversity of de-
sert ; [—for “although at the beginning of the creution (or
annus magnus), there was but one Subtilo Body, in tho shapo
of that investnent (—of Soul,—see Veddntu-sdira Aph. (62—
named) Hiranya-garbha, still, subsequently moreover, there
becomes a division of it into individuals,—a plurality parti-
tively in the shape of individuals,—as at present there is, of
the Subtile Body of a father, a plurality, partitively, in the
shape of the Subtile Body of son, daughter, &c. Ho tells
the cause of this, saying, °through diversity of desert,’—
meaning throngh actions, &c., which are causes of the expe-
riences of other animal souls.”” ¢ But then, on this showing,
since the Subtile one alone, from its being tho sito of fruition,
is (what ought to be denoted by the term) Body, how is the
term Body applied to tho Gross ono? I'o this ho roplics”].
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Why the gross Body is Aph. 11.—Because of its being ap-
called ¢ Body. plied to it [—viz., to the Subtile one],
it is applied to the Body which is the tabernacle of the abid-
ing thereof.
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The Subtile Body depen- Aph. 12,—Not independently [can
dent on (ke groes body. the Subtile Body exist], without that
[Gross Body],—just like a shadow and a picture :—[“ that
is to say,—the Subtile Body does not stand independently,
¢ without that,” i. 0., without a support; as a shadow, or as
a picturo, doos not stand without a support. And so, having
abandoned a Gross Body, in order to go to another world, it
is settled that the Subtile Body takes another body, to serve
as its tabernacle :—such is the import.””  But then (it may
bo said), of the Subtile Body, since it is limited substance,
a8 tho Air, or the liko, lot tho Lither (or Space), without its
being attached to anything, be the site,—it is purposeless to
suppose anything else :—to this he replies”].

(R by
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For il must have a male- Aph. 13.—Nay,—even though it
vial support. be limited,—because of its association
with masses,—just ag the sun; [—*“for sinco, just liko the
sun, it cousists of light—it is inferred to be associated with
a wmass. All lights,—tho sun and the rest—are scen only
under the circumstances of association (of the luminiferous
imponderable) with earthy substances; and the Subtile Body
consists of ¢ Purity,” which is Light,—therefore it must be

associated with the Elements’].
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Aph, 14.—It is of atomic magni-
tude, for there is scripture for its
acting : [““It’ the Subtile Body, is ‘of atomic magnitude,’
i. c., limited,—but not absolutcly an atom, because it is declar-
cd to have parts. Whereforo ?—* for there is scripture for its
acting,’—i. o., because thero is a toxt about its acting. When
a thing is all-pervading, it cannot act, (action being motion) :
but the proper reading is ‘ because there is scripture for its
moving.’ *’]

Size of the Sublile Dody.

M2
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Aph. 15.—And because there is
his.
Anolher procf of this scripture for its being formed of food.
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Why the Subtils Body mi- Aph. 16.—The mundane existence
grates. - of Subtile Bodies is for the sake of
Soul,—just like a king’s cooks: [“that is to say,—as the
cooks of a king frequent the kitchens for the sake of the king,
go the Subtile Bodies transmigrate for the sako of Soul.”
““The Subtile Body having been discussed in respect of all
its peculiarities, he next discusses the Gross Body so also”].

R Y
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Aph. 17.—Tho Body consists of tho
five elements.
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Aph. 18.—Some say that it consists
of four elements, [—alleging this
“with the import that the Ether does not originate” any-

thing].
AR I e, I

Aph. 19.—Others say that it con-
sists of one element, [ meaning that
the body is of Earth only, and the other elements are merely
nourishers. Or ¢ of one element’ means of one or other ele-
mont :’—soo tho Rosicrucian doctrine in tho Y'wrke-sangraha,

§ 18, &c].
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Intellect not the vesult of ~ Aph. 20.—Intellect is not natural
organization. [—a natural result of organization—)
because it is not found in them severally ; [* that is to say,—

Tke Gross Body whence.

Another opinion.

Another opinion.
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since we do not find intellect in the separated Elements,
intellect is not natural to the Body which consists of the
Elements, but is adventitions’].
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Aph. 21.—And [if tho Body had
intellect natural to it] thoro would nob
be the death, &c., of anything, [ for death, profound sleep,
&c., mean the body’s being non-intelligent ;—and this, if it
were by its own nature intelligent, would not take place,—
because the essential nature of a thing remains as long as the
thing romaing.””  “TPondering o doubt, us to tho asscrtion
(in Aph. 20), viz., ¢ becauso it is not found in them severally,’
—1he repels it”].

-~
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An illustrative objection Aph. 22.—If you say that [Littellect
disposed of. results from organization, and that] it
i3 liko tho power of something intoxicating, [tho ingredionts of
which separatoly havo no intoxicating power, we roply, that]
this might arise, on conjunction, if we had seen in each [cle-
ment something conducive to the result. “If it had been
seen in each [constituent], its appearance in the compound
might have had place. But in the case in question, it is not
tho case that it is seon in each. Therefore, in the illustration
(of something intoxicating resulting from mixture), it being
established, by the Institutes, &c., that there is in each ingre-
dient a subtile tendency to intoxicate, it is only settled that,
at the time when these combine, there will be a manifestation
of the (latent) power of intoxicating ;—but in the thing illus-
trated, it is not establishcd by any proof whatsoever, that
there is intelligence, in & subtile (or undeveloped) state, in
the elements separately.” In dph. 16, it was stated that
the Subtile Bodies transmigrate for the sake of Soul :—in
regard to this, ho tolls, in two aphorisms, by what operation

A further argument.
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dependent on the birth of the Subtile Bodies, which means
their transmigrations into Gross Bodies, what aims of Soul
are accomplished”].

WA %3 0
Durposs of the Subtile dph. 23.—Irom knowledge [ac-
Body's taking a gross one.  guired during mundane existenco,
comes] salvation— [soul’s chief end].

- e
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Aph. 24.—DBondago [which may be
viewed as one of the ends which soul
could arrive at only through the Subtile Body], is from mis-
conception.
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Rnowledge has neither co- Aph. 25.—Slnc.e this [viz., l‘mow-
operater mor substitute, in ledge] is tho precise cause [of libera-
liberating Soul. . . . . .

tion], there is neither association [of
anything else with it, e. g., good works], nor alternativeness,
[e. g., of good works in its stead].

WAWIRCRRE AREmanat Anami
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Aph. 26.—The emancipation of soul
does not depend on both [knowledge
and works, or the like], just as [any end that one aims at is
not obtained] from droam and from tho waking stato, [to-
gether or alternatively,—which are severally] illusory and not
illusory. [“ But even if it be so (—may some one say—),
there may be association, or alternativeness, of knowledge of
the truth, with that knowledge which is termed Worship of
(the One all-constitutive divine) Soul,—sinco thero is no 4llu-
suriness in this object of Worship. To this he replies”].

Bondage whence.

This slustrated.
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Man's conception of the  Aph. 27.—Even of that other [tho
Al is faully. object of worship just mentioned], it
[—the non-illusoriness—] is not complete, [ because ima-
ginary things also enter into (our conception of, and overlie,
and disguise) the object of worship—the (One all-constitutive)
Soul.” * “ And ho next tolls us in what part of it—is tho
illusoriness of the (object of) Worship” just referred to].
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Aph. 28.—Moreover it is in what is
Jancied that it is thus [illusory ; “in
that portion, of the thing meditated, which (portion of it)
is fancied by the Mind, (—while it does not exist in reality).
For,—the object of worship having been declared in such
texts as ¢ All this indeed is Brahma,’—the illusoriness belongs
entirely to that portion (of the impure conception of ¢the Al
which presents itself, to the undiscriminating, under the aspect
of) tho world.”  “Thon what profit is thero in Worship ?
With reference to this, ho declarcs” as follows].
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Aph. 29.—From the achievement of
[the worship termed] meditation there
is to the pure [Soul] all [power],—just like Nature,—[‘‘ that
is to sny,—as Naluvo crontes, sustning and destroys,—so also
the Purity of the understanding of the worshipper, by insti-
guting Nature, creates, &c.,” [but this is not Liberation—or
Soul’s chief end. It having been settled that Knowledge
alone is the means of Liberation, he now mentions the means
of Knowledge”].

- Ly
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Removal of obstacles o Aph. 30.—Meditation is [the cause
knowledge. of] the removal of Desire—[ that

Where the fault applies.

The fruit of Worship.
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affection of the mind by objects, which is a hinderor of
knowledge’’].
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Meditation at what point Aph. 31.—It [Meditation,  from
porfected. the effectuation of which, and not from
merely commencing upon it, Knowledge arises,”] is perfected
by the repelling of the modifications [of the Mind, which
ought to be abstracted from all thoughts of anything].

o
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Practices conducive tome- Aph. 82.—This [Meditation] is per-
ditation. fected by Restraint, Postures, and
one’s Duties.

hal Ly
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Aph. 33.—Restraint [of tho breath]
is by means of expulsion and retention.

a. That it is ‘of the breath’ is gathered from the notorious-
ness [of its being so].

b. Ho characterises Postures, which como next in ovdor.

Restraint of the breath,
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Aph. 34.—Steady, and [promoting]
onso, is o [suitable] Posture, [(—* such
as the crossing of the arms”]. -
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Aph. 35.—One’s Duty is the per-
formanco of the actions proseribed for

Postures.

One's duty.

one’s religious order.
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Kuowledge, by Concentra-  Aph. 36.—Through Dispassion and
tion, how attained. Practice, [“mere Practice, in the
shape of Meditation, accompanied by Dispassion, Knowledge,
and its instrument Concentration, takes place in the case of
the best of those competent” to engage in the matter at all.
“Thus has liboration, through knowledge, been expounded.
After this the cause of Bondage, Misconception,” declared
in the assertion ‘Bondage is from Misconception,” is to be
expounded ; and first he states the nature of Misconception’’].

o=
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Aph. 87.—The kinds of Misconcep-
tion are five, [viz., * Ignorance, Ego-
tism, Desire, Aversion, and Fear of dissolution,—the five men-
tioned in the Yoga,”—see Yoga Aphorisms, B. IL., 8].
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Aph. 38.—But Disability [the cause
of Misconception] is of twenty-eight
sorts [—as explained in the Yoga].
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Aph. 89.—Acquiescence is of nine

Misconception divided.

Te varieties of Disability.

Acquiescence. _sorts. .
fafgTayt i 8o 1
Aph. 40.—Perfection is of eight
Derfections.

sorts.
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Aph. 41.—The subdivisions [of Mis-
conception] are [such] as [they have
been declared] aforetime [ by preceding teachers ;—they
are not cxplained here, for foar of prolixity”].
N

Their subdivisions.
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Aph. 42.—So of the other [viz.
Disability, the divisions, which are
twenty-eight, are to be found elsewhere].
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Aph. 43.—Acquiescence is nine-
fold, through the distinction of the
internal’ and the rost, [and “ this aphorism is explained by
- a memorial verse,” viz.,, No. 50, which see in Professor
Wilson’s edition of the Sdnkhya Kdrikds].
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Aph. 44.—Throngh Reasoning, &e.,
[which are its subdivisions,] Yerfcc-
tion [is oight-fold, being divided into Reasoning, &e.; and
¢ this also has been explained in a memorial verse,” No. 51,
which see in Professor Wilson’s edition. “ But then,—how
is it said that Perfection consists only of ¢ Reasoning, &c.,’—
seeing that it is determined in all the Institutes that the eight
Perfections, viz., (the capacity of assuming) Atomic bulk,
&c., result from recitations, austerity, meditation, &c.? To
this he replies”].
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Aph. 45.—Not from any other [than
what we have just stated, does real
Perfection arise ;—because what docs ariso therefrom, o. g.
from austerities, is] without abandonment of something clse
[viz., Misconception ; ‘ thercfore that Perfection, since it is
no antagonist to mundane existence, is only a semblance of
a Perfection, and not real Perfection.”” Next, *the indivi-
duated creation, which was mentioned concisely in the asser-
tion ¢ The distinction of individuals arises from the difference
of desert,” is set forth diffusely”].

Of this further.

Acquisscence divided.

Porfeotion divided.

The enumeration defended.
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The ereation viewed in its  Aph. 46.—[The creation is that] of
perts. which the subdivisions are the demons,
&c., [and “ this is explained in a memorial verse,” No. 58,—
which see in Professor Wilson’s edition]. ‘
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This creation also for  Aph. 47.—From Brahmé down to
Soul's sake. a post, for its [Soul’s] sake is creation,
till there be discrimination [between Soul and Nature, on
which Soul’s liberation ensues].
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Aph.. 48.—Aloft,—[—*above the
world of mortals”] it [the creation]
abounds in [the Quality of] Purity.
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' Aph.” 49.—Bonoath, [ that is to
say, under the world of mortals”]
[the crcation] abounds in Darkness.
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Aph. 50.—In this midst [“i. e. in
the world of mortals’] it [the crea-
tion] abounds in Passion. [*“ But thon,—for what rcason aro
there, from one single Nature, creations diverse in having,
in excess, purity and the rest? With reference to this he
says.”’] _

A o
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Why Nature operates di-  Aph. 51.—By reason of diversity
versely. of desert is Nature’s [diverse] beha-
viour,—just like a born slave, [—* that is to say,—as of him
who is a slave from tho cmbryo state upwards, there are,
N 2

The celestial world.

The infernal world.

The world of mortals.
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through the cleverness arising from the habit of being a
dependent, various sorts of behaviour, i. e., of service, for
the sake of his master,—just so” does Nature serve Soul in
various ways. ‘ But then—if the creation aloft is abundant
in Purity (—the element of joy—), thon, since Soul’s object
is really thereby effected, what need is there of Liberation ?
To this he replies’’].
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Wiy Ifeaven is to e  <ph. 52.—Tivon thoro, thoro is ro-
shunued. turn [to miserablo states of oxistenco] ;
it is to be shunned by reason of the successive subjections to
birth [from which the inhabitants of heaven enjoy no im-
munity]. '
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Transilorincss of hoavenly ~ <Iph. 53.—Alike [belongs to all]
blias. the sorrow produced by decay and
death :—[“ common to all alike, those that are aloft and thoso
beneath, beginning with Brahmé and ending with a stock,
is the sorrow produced by decay and death :—therefore more-
over is it (heaven) to be shunned.” ¢ What need of more ?
The end is not effected by absorption into the cause either,—
as ho tolls us”’].
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Absorption into Nature Aph. 54.—Not by absorption into
incfectual. the cause is there accomplishment of
the end, because, as in the case of one who has dived, there
is a rising again. [“In the absence of knowledge of the
distinction (between Soul and Nature), when indifference to-
wards Mind, &c., has resulted from devotion to Nature, then
absorption into Nature takes place;—for it is declared—
¢Through Dispassion there is absorption into Nature.” Kven
through this, i. e., the absorption into the cause, the end is
not gained, ¢ because there is a rising again,—as in the case
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of ono who has dived.” As a man who has dived under water
rises again, exactly so do Souls, which have been absorbed
into Naturo, ro-appear (at the commeoncement of a new annus
magnus), in the condition of Lords :—because it is impossible
that one’s Faults should be consumed without a familiarity
with the distinction (between Soul and Nature), in conse-
quence of the re-appearanco of Passion through the non-
destruction of habits, &c.” “ But then,—the cause is not
by any one caused to act;—being independent, then, why
does she (Nature) make that grief-occasioning resurrection of
her own worshipper ? To this he replies.”]

-
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Nalure free to act, yet Aph. 55.—Though she be not con-
guided by an exd. strained to act, yet this is fitting, be-
cause of her being devoted to another. [ Though Nature is
‘not constrained to act,” not instigated, not subject to the
will of another, yet ¢ this is fitting,"’—it is proper that he who
is absorbed in hor should ariso again :—why ?—¢ beeauso of
her being devoted to another,”’—i. e., because she seeks Soul’s
cnd. Tho meaning is, that, he who is absorbed in her is
again raised up by Nature for the sake of Soul’s end which
consists in knowledge of the distinction (between Nature and
Soul). And Soul’s end, and the like, are not constrainers of
Nature, but occasions for the energizing of her whose very
being is to encrgizo ;—so that there is nothing detracted from
her independence.”  He mentions further a proof that Soul
rises from absorption into Nature.”’] ’
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The gain of absorplion in- Aph. 56.—[He who is absorbed in-
to Nature. to Nature must rise again] for he be-
comes omniscient and omnipotent, [*“The Lord, the First
Spirit” in o subscquent creation. ““But then,—if that bo so,
it is impossible to deny a Lord,”’—which, nevertheless, the
Sdnkhyas scem to do ;—to this he replies].
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In what sense lhere is o Aph. 57.—The existence of such a
Lord, Lord is a settled point, [—for “it is
quite agreed by all, that there is an emergent Lord, he who
had been absorbed into Nature; for the ground of dispute
(between the Sdnklyas and the rest) is altogether about an
cternal Lord.” “ He next expounds diffusely the motive for
Nature’s creating, which was mentioned only indicatorily in
tho first aphorism of the Second Book.”]
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Aph. 58.—Nature’s crealing is for
the sake of another, though it bo
spontaneous,—for she is not the experiencer,—just liko a cart’s
carrying saffron [for the sako of its master. “But then,—
it is quite impossible that Nature, being unintelligent, should
be spontaneously a creator,—for we see that a cart, or the
like, operates only by reason of the efforts of another. To
this he replies.”’]
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Nature's spontansons ac-  Aph. 59.—Though she be unintelli.
tion illustrated. gent, yet Nature acts,—as is the case
with milk ;—[“ that is to say,—as milk, without reference to
men’s efforts, quite of itself changes into the form of curd,—
so Naturo, although she bo unintolligent, changes into the
form of Mind, &ec., ovon without the cflorts of any other.”
And in regard to this aphorism the commentator observes,
““this is not rendered tautological by the aphorism ‘As a
cow—for her calf,’—because there the question was only of the
oporation of instruments, and becauso cows are intelligent.”]

By means of tho exhibition of another illustration, he
mentions tho cause of tho thing asserted as aforesaid.

Nature's disinterestedness.
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Aph. 60.—Or as is the caso with
the acts, [or on-goings], for we see
them, of Time, &c., [“the spontaneous action of Nature is
proved from what is seen. The action of Time, for example,
takes place quite spontaneously, in tho shape of one season’s
now doparting and another’s coming on :—lct the bohaviour
of Nature also be thus,—for the supposition conforms to
observed facts.”” “ But still, a senseless Nature would never
energize, or would energize the wrong way,—because of there
being (in her case) no such communing as—‘This is my
means of producing experience, &c.” To this he replies.”]

-
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Aph. 61.—From her own nature she
acts, not from thought,—just like a
servant, [—* that is to say,—as, in the caso of an excellent
scrvant, naturally, just from habit, the appointed and nccos-
sary sorvico of tho master iy engaged in, and not with o view
to his own enjoyment, just so does Naturo energize from habit
alone.”]

Another illustration.

Nature acts from halit.
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Or through the influenceof ~ Aph. 62.—Or from attraction by de-
Desert, serts—which have been from eternity.
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Nature desists when the Aph. 63.—From discriminative
end is gained. knowledge is there a cessation of
Nature’s creating,—just as is the case with a cook when tho
cooking has been performcd. [““But at that rato, since
Nature’s creating ceases through the production of discrimi-
native knowledge in the case of a single Soul, we should find
all liberated. To this he replies.”]
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Liberation of one involoes  Aph. 64.—Another [i. e., one devoid
not that of all. of discriminative knowledge] remains
like another, [i. e., just like one bound by Nature,—] through
her fault, [i. e., through the fault which may be described as
her not accomplishing that soul’s aim].
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Aph. 65.—[The fruit of Nature’s
ceasing to act,] the solitariness of
both [Nature and Soul], or [—which comes to the same
thing—] of either, is liberation. [“But then, how should
Nature, having attained indifference, through the mood in the
shape of discrimination, on the liberation of a single Soul,
again engage in creation for the sake of another Soul? And
you are not to say that this is no objection becanso Nature
consists of different portions,—(it is not anotler Nature but
the same,) because we see that, even out of the (mortal)
constituents of the liberated person, his dust, &c., things are
created for the experience of another. To this he replies.””]

~
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How Nature affects one Apl. 66.—Moreover [when Nature
and not another. has left off distressing the emanci-
pated] she does not desist in.regard to her creative influence
on another,—just as is the case with the snake [which ceases
to bo a torror] in rospoct of him who is awarc of tho truth
in regard to the rope [which another still mistakes for a
snake. “And Nature is likened to a snake, becanse of her
disguising Soul, which is likened to a rope. Certain unintelli-
gent persons, calling themselves Veddntins, having quite failed
to understand that such is the drift of such examples as those
of the rope, the snake, &c., suppose that Nature is an abso-
lute nothing, or something morcly imaginary. The matters of

Liberation consists in what.
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scripture, and of the legal institutes, are to be elucidated by
means of this or that example offered by the Sdnkhyas who
assert the reality of Nature ;—it is not the case that the mat-
ter is simply established to be as is the example,” the analogy
of which is not to be overstrained as if the cases were parallel

throughout. ]
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Avother consideration why ~ Aph. 67.—And from connection with
Nature should at. Desert, which is the cause, [Nature
“ creates, for the sake of another Soul” than the emancipated
one. ‘‘ But then, sinceall Souls are alike indifferent, inasmuch
as they do not desire (Nature’s interference), what is it that
here determines Nature to act only in regard to this one, and
desist in regard to that one? To this he replies].
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Nature's selection how de- Aph. 68.—Though there is [on soul’s
termined. part] this indifference, yet want of
discrimination is the cause of Nature’s service, [ Nature, just
through [ber own] non-discrimination, saying ‘ This is my
master,” ‘This is I myself,”—serves Souls (towards their
eventual emancipation) by creation, &c. And so, to what
Soul, not having discriminated herself therefrom, she has the
habit of showing herself, in respect just of that one does
Nature energize :—and this it is that determines her.” But
““since it is her nature to energize, how can she desist even
when discrimination has taken place ? To this he replies”].

S
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Nalure energizes only till Aph. 69.—Just like a dancer, does
the end is altained. she, though she had been energizing,
desist, because of the end’s having been attained; [—for
“ Nature’s disposition to energize is only for the sake of Soul,
and not universally. Therefore is it declared that Nature
desists, though she had been energizing, when the end has
o



98 The Sdnkhya Aphorisms. Bool: I11.

been attained, in the shape of the effectuation of Soul’s aim.
Just as a dancer, who had been energizing with the view of
exhibiting a dance to the spectators, desists on the accom-
plishment of this”’].
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Aph. 70.—Moreover, when her fanlt
is known, Nature doecs not approach
[Soul], just like a woman of good family; [—“that is to
say,—Nature, moreover, ashamed at Soul’s having seen her
fanlt,—in her transformations and her tuking the shape of
pain,—does not again approach Soul ;—*just like a woman
of good family,’—i. e.,—just as a (frail) woman of good family,
ashamed at ascertaining that her fault has been seen by her
husband, does not approach her husband.”” “But then,—
if Nature’s energizing be for the sake of Soul, then Soul
must bo altered by Bondago and Tiiberation (—and not remain
the unalterable ontity which you alloge it to bo). 'I'o this
he replies’’]. '
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Aph. 71.—Bondage and Liberation
do not belong actually to Soul,—[and
would not even appear to be] but for non-discrimination.
[““ But, in reality, the aforesaid Bondage and Liberation be-
long to Nature alone :—so he asserts :”’]

-
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Aph, 72.—It really belongs to
Nature, through consociation,—like a
beast, [i. e., ““ through her being hampered by the habits, &c.,
which are the causes of Pain;—just as a beast, through its
being hampered by a rope, experiences Bondage and Libera-
tion :—such is the meaning.]

This illustrated.

Soul's relation to Bondage.

Bondage is really Nature's.
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" How Nature binds and Aph 73.—In seven ways does Nature
liderates Reraelf. bind herself, like the silk-worm ;—in
one way does she liberate herself, [—for, by Merit, Dispas-
sion, supernatural Power, Demeorit, Tgnoranco, Non-dispassion,
aud Want of power,—by habits, causes of Pain, in the shape
of these seven, does Nature bind herself with Pain, ¢like the
silk-worm,’—i. e., just as the worm that makee the cocoon
bind itself by means of the dwelling which it itself constructs.
And that samo Nature liborates herself from Pain ‘in one
way,” i. e, by Knowledge alone.” ‘ But then, that which
you assert, viz., that Bondage and Liberation result from
Non-discrimination alone, is improper,—because Non-discrimi-
nation can neither be quitted nor assumed,—and because, in
the world, Pain, and its negative Pleasure, can themselves be
neither quitted nor assumed :—otherwise (—if you still insist
on rotaining tho opinion objected to—) there is disparagement
of sense-evidence. Having pondered this, he himself (—not
leaving it to a comnmentator—) oxplains what was asserted in
the fourth aphorism”].
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Aph. 74.—Non-discrimination is the
cause [—not the thing itself—], so
that there is no disparagement of sense-evidence, [for ‘ what
was asserted before was this, that Non-discrimination was only
the occasion of Bondage and Liberation in souls, and not that
Non-discrimination itself was these two ; therefore there is no
disparagement of sense-evidence,”—for, though we see that
Pain and Pleasure cannot be directly assumed or quitted, yet
we also see that causes of themn can be assumed or quitted.
“ He next mentions, among the means conducive to Discrimi-
nation, Study, which is the essence of them’’].

o2

An objection met.
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Aph. 75.—Discrimination is per-
fected through abandonment [of every-
thing]—expressed by a ‘“ Nay—nay,”—through study of the
[twenty-five] Principles, [the student ‘ abandoning, by a
¢ Nay—nay,” in regard to things unintelligent, ending with
Nature, the conceit (that Nature, or any of her products, is
Soul). All the others [enumcrated in tho list of moans aro
only supplemental to Study’’].

He states a specialty in regard to the perfecting of Dis-
crimination.
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The means not efficacious Aph. 76.—Through the difference
everywhere. of those competent [to engage in the
matter at all], there is no necessity [that each and every one
should at once be successful ; for “since there is a division,
of those competent, into the sluggish, &c., though study be
made, there is no certainty that, in this very birth, Discrimi-
nation will be accomplished :—such is the meaning., "There-
foro onch ono should, by cloverness in study, acquire for him-
self the highest degree of competency :—such is the import”’].
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Imperfect Disorimination Aph. 77.—Since What [Pain] has
inefficacious. been repelled, returns again, there
comes, even from medium [but imperfect] discrimination,
experience [which it is desired to get entirely rid of.  Bus
sluggish Discrimination (—lower even than the middling
variety—), antecedently to direct intuition, consists only of
Hearing, Pondering, and Meditating :—such is the division”
of Discrimination].

Moans of Disorimination.
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Aph. 78.—And he who living is
liberated [““is just in the condition of
medium Discrimination.” “He adduces evidence for there
being some one liberated though still living’’].

AN A
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Aph. 79.—1It is proved, by the fact
of instructed and instructor, [ that
there are such as are liberated during life,—by the mention,
in the Tnstitutes, on the subject of Liberation, of the relation
of proeceptor aud pupil :—i. e., because it is only one liberated
during life who can [really] be an instructor” in this matter].

Hfag 1 T
Aph. 80.—And there.is scripture

Of Liberation during life.

Proof that this may be.

F A
wriher prodf. [“for there being persons liberated
during life”’].
TATEIHITAT 1| & i
. Aph. 81.—[And not through mere-
A suggestion repelled.

ly hearing is one qualified to become
an instructor,] otherwise [—‘‘ we should have a blind handing
down” of doctrines which would speedily become corrupted
or lost. ‘ But then,—when, through Knowledge, one’s works
(—which aro tho causo of mundane existence—) have perished,
how can there still be life? To this he replies”].
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Hotw life is compatiblewith ~ Apk. 82.—Possessed of a body [the
Liberation. emancipated sage goes on living],—
Just like the whirling of a wheel, [—for as “even on the
cessation of the action of the potter, the wheel of itself
revolves for some time in consequence of the motal inertia
resulting from the previous action; so, after knowledge,
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though actions do not arise, yet, through the self-continuant
action of antecedent acts, possessing an energizing body, he
remains living yet liberated;” and if he did not, but every
one who gained true knowledge were to disappear on gaining
it, true knowlodge wounld couso to be handed down orally,—
and Kapila probably did not contemplate books, or did not
think these. a secure depository of the doctrine. *“ But then,
since the continuance of experience, &c., is put an end to by
that ¢ Meditation with distinct recognition of the object,’
which (—see Yoga Aphorisms, B. I. 17—) is the cause of
knowledge, how can one retain a body ? To this he replies”].
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Diffioulty of shuflling off Aph. 83.—This [retention of a
this mortal ooil. body] is occasioned by tho least ves-
tigo of improssion, [“by oven the least access of those im-
pressions of objocts which aro tho cuusos of huving a body.”
Finally, “he sums up the sense of the declarations of the
Institute”].
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Aph. 84.—That which was to be
dono has been done, when contire ces-
sation of Pain has resulted from Discrimination ;—not other-
wise—not otherwise; [and ““so much for the Third Book,—
on Dispassion”].

Recapitulation. .
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BOOK 1V.

[“ Now, by means of a collection of narratives, recognised
in the Institute, tho means of discriminative knowledge are
to be displayed:—so, for this purpose, the Fourth Book is
commenced.”]
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Sonl sel right by hearing ~ Aph. 1.—As in the case of tho
the truik, king’s son,—from instruction as to tho
truth, [comes discrimination botween Soul and Nature, “ The
story here is as follows. A certain king’s son, in consequence
of his being born under the (unlucky) star of the tenth pore
tion (of the twenty-seven portions into which the ecliptic
is divided), having been expolled from his city, and reared
by a certain forester, remains under the idea that ‘I am
a forester.” Having learned that he was alive, a certain minis-
ter informs him—* Thou art not a forester, thou art a king’s
son.” Just as he immediately, having abandoned the idea of
his being an outcast, betakes himself to his true royal state—
saying ‘I am a king,’—so too it (—the Soul—), in conse-
quence of the instruction of some kind person—to the effect
that ‘Thou, who didst originate from the First Soul, which
manifests itself merely as pure Thought, art thyself a portion
thereof,’—having abandoned the idea of being Nature (—or
of being anything material or phenomenal—) rests upon its
own nature,—saying—‘ Sinco I am the son of the Doity, I
am myself Deity, and not something mundane different there~
from.””” Next “he exhibits another story, to prove that even
women, S'1idras, &c., may gain the [one desirable] end, throngh
a Brihman, by hearing the instructions of a Brahman’].
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Fven when the instruction Aph. 2.—As in the case of the gob-
ie not addressed to the hearer. iy, __oven when the instruction was
for the sake of another,—[the chance hearer may be benefited.
“ Though the instruction in regard to the truth was being
delivered, by the divine Krishna, for Arjuna’s benefit, know-
ledge of the distinction (between Soul and Nature) was pro-
duced in the case of a goblin standing near (and overhearing
the discourse) :—and 8o too it may happen in the case of
others”].

-
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Aph. 3.—Repetition [is to be
made], if not from:once instructing
[the end bo gained. “That is to say,—a rcitoration of
instruction also is to be made,—because, in the Chhdndogya
Upanishad, and the like, there is mention of Aruni and the
like as having more than once instructed S'wetaketu and
others.” Next, “with a view to the removal of desire, he
sets forth, with an illustration, the fragility, &c., of Soul’s
accompaniments’’].

Necsssity of inoulcati
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Tyansitoriness of mundane Aph 4.—As in the case of father
things. and son, since both aro scen [—tho
ono to die, and the other to bo born. “That is to say,—
Discrimination takes place, through dispassion, in consequence
of its being inferred in réspect of one self also, that there are
death and birth, since these are seen in the case of father
and son.” And ‘““he next explains by illustrative stories, the
subservients to the perfecting of knowledge in him in whom
knowledge has arisen, and who is devoid of passion™].



Voluntary abandonment. 105

-
QA GE% @ ARIRAEREH | Y|
i . Aph. 5.—One experiences pleasure
Toluntary  distinguished . .
from involuntary abundos- O pain [alternatively] from [volun-
ment. . tary] abandonment or [forcible] sepa-
-ration ;—as in the case of a hawk, [“for a hawk, when he
has food before him, if he be driven away by any oue, is
grieved by being separated from the food ; but if of his own
accord he leaves it, then he is freed from grief”’].
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How Soul ought to aban- Aph. 6.—As in the case of a snake
don Nature. and its skin : [—* that is to say,—as
o snako readily abandons its old skin, from knowing that it
ought to be quitted ;—just so he who desires liberation should
abandon Nature, experienced through a long period, and effete,
—when he knows that it ought to be quitted.” And “when
abandoned, he should not again accept Nature and the rest ;—
80, in regard to this, he says”’].
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Aph. 7.—Or as an amputated hand ;
[—i. e., “ a8 no one takes back again
an amputated hand,—just so this (Nature), when abandoned,
he should not readmit”].

*
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Duly to be sacrificed to  Aph. 8.—What is not a means [of
salvation. liberation] ought not to be thought
about, [as this only conduces] to bondage,—as in the case of
Bharata, [—for ‘“that which is not an immediate cause of
Discrimination, even though it may be a duty, still is ‘not
to be thought about,’—i. e. intention of the mind towards
the performance thereof is not to be made;—since it is a
causo of Bondage, from its making us forget Discrimination,
—*as in the case of Bharata,’—that is to say,—as was the
case with the great- sage Bharata’s cherishing of Dindndtha’s
young fawn, though this was in accordance with duty”’].

P

Its resumption prokibited.
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Aph. 9.—Through [association
with] many, there is obstruction to
¢oncentration through Passion, &c.,—as in the case of a girl’s
shell-bracelet ; [—so  association is not to be made with
many,—because, when there is association with many, there
is disturbance, through the development of Passion, &c.,
which destroys concentration,—just as a jingling is produced
by the mutual contact of the shells on a girl’s wrist”].
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Aph. 10.—Just so also from [the
company of] two [—‘there is ob-
struction to concentration; therefore one ought to abide

alons].
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Blessedness of those that  Aph. 11.—He who is without hope,
expect molhing. is happy, just like Pingald; [—i. e,
“ having abandoned hope, let a man become possessed of the
happiness called contentment,’—*just like Pingald,—that is
to say,—just as the courtesan, called Pingalé, desiring a lover,
having found no lover, being despondent, became happy when
she had left off hoping.” “ But then, granting that Pain
may cease on the cessation of hope, yet how can there be
happiness in the absence of causes thereof? It is replied.
That natural happiness, resulting from the predominance of
Purity in the mind, which remains obscured by hope, of itself
resumes its influence on the departure of hope,—just as is the
case with the coolness of water which (supposed natural cool-
ness) had been hindered (from manifesting itself) by heat ;—
there is not in this case any need of means. And this in
reality is what is expressed by the word ¢ happiness.” ”’ * Since
it is an obstructor of Concentration, exertion with a view to
experience is not to be made, since this may be effected
otherwise,—as he next states’].

Company to de avoided.

Even that of one.
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Aph. 12.—[One may be happy]
even without exertion, like & serpent
—happy in another’s house,—[‘“as it has been said,—‘The
building of a house is painful, and in no way pleasant;—a
serpent, having entered the dwelling made by another (e. g.,
o rat), docs find comfort.’”” And “from Institutcs,—and
from preceptors, ouly the cream is to be accepted, since other-
wise it may bo impossible to concentrate the attention ;”—so
he next tells us].

(]
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A beelike eclecticiam re-  Aph. 13.—Though heo dovote him-
commended. self to many Institutes and teachers,
a taking of the essence [is to be made],—as is the case with
the bee,—[*“ as it has been said—* From small Institutes and
from great, the intelligent man should take from all quarters
the essence,—as the bee does from the flowers.”” ¢ Be the
other monns what they may, the diroct possession of Discrimi-
nation is to be effected only by intentness—through maintain-
ing Meditation,—as he next tells us’].

N -
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Aph. 14.—The Meditation is not
interrupted of him whose mind is in-
tent on one object,—like the maker of arrows; [—for, *as

Erertion needless.

Intentness on one object.

in tho caso of the maker of arrows, with his mind intent
solely on the making of an arrow, the exclusion of other
thoughts was not interrupted even by a king’s passing at his
side,—so0 too, of him whose mind is intent on one point, there
i8 in no way an ‘interruption of meditation,’ i. e., a failure to
exclude other thoughts™].
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Ruler not to be Iransgress- Aph. 15.—Through transgression of
ed with impunity. the enjoined rules, there is failure in
the aim,—as in the world: [—* whatever rule, for the prac-

P 9
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tisers of Concentration, has been laid down in the Institutes,
if it be transgressed, then the end, viz., the perfecting of
knowledge, is not effected ;—*as in the world,”’—that is to
say, just as, in ordinary life, if the enjoined procedures, &c.,
in regard to a medicine, or the like, be noglected, the effect
thereof will not be obtained”].
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Rules must not be forgot-  Aph. 16.—Moreover if they [the
ben, rules] be forgotten,—as in the case
of the female frog,—[the end will be lost. ‘ And the story of
the female frog is this. A certain king, having gone to hunt,
saw a beautiful damsel in the forest. And she, being solicited
in marriage by the king, made this stipulation,—‘ When water
‘shall be shown to me by thee, then I must depart.” But on
one occasion, when wearied with sport, she asked the king—
¢ Whore is water?” The king too, forgotting liis agrecoment,
showed her the water. Then she, having become the she-frog
Kdmaripini, daughter of the king of the frogs, entered the
water ; and then the king, though he sought her with nets,
&c., did not regain her.”” ‘He next mentions a story, with
reference to the necessity of reflecting on the words of the
teacher, as well as hearing them”’].
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Refloction necsssary as well Aph. 17.—Not even though instruac-
as hearing. tion be heard, is the end gained with-
out reflection,—as in the case of Viroclana; [—and by
¢ reflection’ is meant such consideration as determines the
import of the teacher’s words. Without this, though the in-
struction be heard, knowledge of the truth does not neces-
sarily follow;—for it is written that, though hearing the
instructions of Prajépati,—Virochana,—out of Indra and Viro-
chana,*—erred through the want of reflection’].

* Reo Chhdndogya Upanishad.
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Aph. 18.—Of those two [viz , Indra
and Virochana], it [viz., reflection]
was seen in the case of Inidra, [and not of Virochana, on
whom the instruction was therefore thrown away].
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Aph. 19.—Having performed rever-
ence, the duties of a student, and
attendanco, thoro is succoss after a long timo,—as in his case ;
[— that is to say, as in the case of Indra, so in the case
of another too, only by having oxhibited, towards one’s pre-
ceptor, reverence, the study of the Vedas, service, &c., is
there ¢success,’ i. e., the development of truth,—not other-

wise’].
< FEfTIA TGN e |l

. Aph. 20.—There is no determina-

The time for the process . . .
may embrace successive states tion of the time,—as in the case of
of being. Vémadeva, [—i. e., ““ there is no neces-
sity, as regards the time, that, in the arising of knowledge,
it must be, e. g., from present causes alone ;—‘ as in the case
of Vimadova,’—that is to say,—as, in consequence of causes

Of this fusrther.

The process requires time.

pertaining to a previous life, knowledge arose, in the case of
Véimadeva, even when in embryo, so may it in the case of
another.”

“ But then,—since it is written that the means of know-
ledge need be no other than devotion to those [viz., Brahm4,
&c.,] who (unlike the Absolute) have Qualities,—knowledge
may result from this. Why, then, a hard and subtle process
of Concentration ? To this he replies”].
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Inferior meass mot alto- Aph. 21.—Through devotion to
gether unprofitable. something under a superinduced form,
[attainment or approach towards perfect knowledge takes
place] by degrees,—as in the case of those who devote them-
selves to sacrifices :—[that is to say—* through devotion to
the Souls, Brahm4, Vishnu, S'iva, &c., under the forms super-
induced on them, the perfecting of knowledge takes place ¢ by
degrees,’—i. e., by the successive attainment of the world of
Brahmé, &c.,—or else through the purification of the Good
principle, &c., but not directly ;—just as is the case with
sacrificers”—whose slanghter of animals, reqniring to be ex-
piated, throws them back so far, in the road to emancipation.
““He tells us, that, moreover, there is no necessity that tho
successive riso to the world of Brahmd should perfect one’s

knowledge”].
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Seriptural proof that hea- Aph. 22.—Moveover, after the at-
ven gives not liberation. tainment of what [—like the world of
Brahmé—] is other [than the state of emancipated soul], there
is return [to mundane existence] ; because it is written [in
the 5th Prapdthaka of the Chhdndogya Upanishad], * From
conjunction with the five fires, there is birth.”—&c. He next
exhibits an illustration, to the effect that the perfecting of
knowledge takes place only in the case of him who is free
from passion”].
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Aph. 23.—By him who is free from
passion, what is to be left is left, and
what is to be taken is taken,—as in the case of the swan
and the milk ; [— that is to say,—only by him who is free
from passion is there a quitting ¢ of what is to be left,’ i. e,

Discrimination illustrated.
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of Nature, &c., and a taking ‘of what is to be taken,’ i. e.,
of Soul :—as it is only the swan,—and not the crow, or the
like,—which, out of milk and water mingled, by means of
leaving the unimportant water, takes the valuable milk,” as
the Hindus insist it does].
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Aph. 24.—Or through association
with one who has obtained excellence,
—just as in the case thereof; [““that is to say,—more-
over, from association with him by whom ¢excellence,’ i. e.,
excollence in knowledge, has been obtained, the aforesaid
(discrimination) takes place,—as in the case of the swan.
Just as in thoe case of Alarka, Discrimination manifested itself
spontaneously, merely through association with Dattétreya’].
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Danger of unsuilable so- Aph. 25.—Not of his own accord
ciely. should one go near one influenced by
desiro,—just liko tho parrot ; [—* that is to say, just as tho
bird called a parrot, by reason of its being exceedingly beauti-
ful, docs not (—Dby going noar people—) act in a rash manncr,
throngh fear of being imprisoned by those who covet it for
its beauty.” And next ‘“he states the harm of association
with the passionate’’].
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Aph. 26.—[Else he may become]
bound by conjunction with the cords,
—as in the case of the parrot ;—[for “ in the case of associat-
ing with those persons, he may become bound ¢ by conjunction
with the cords,’ i. e., by conjunction with their Desire, &c.,
(—the Qualitics, punningly compared to cords—) just ‘as in
the case of the parrot,’—that is to say, just as the bird
called a parrot becomes bound by the cords, i. e., the ropes,
of the hunter.” So “he determines, by two aphorisms, the
means of dispassion”].

Benefit of good sociely.

Of this further.
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Aph. 27.—Not by enjoyment is de-
sire appeased,—just as in the case of
the saint ;—[“that is to say,—as, in the case of the saint,
Saubhari, desire was not appeased by enjoyment, so also in
the case of others is it not.” And further—].

~ [y
LEIAMIHAT 1l RE 1l
Aph. 28.—From seeing the fault of

both, [—i. e.,—“only from sceing
the fault, e. g., of being changeable, of consisting of pain,
&c., ‘of both,’ i. e., of Nature and her productions, does the
assuaging of Desire take place,—just as in the case of the
saint. For it is written that Saubhari became indifferent to -
society, just through seeing the evil of society.”” And “he
tells us that incapacity even to accept instruction attaches to
him who is affected by the fault of Desire, &c.].
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Agitation excludes inatruc- Aph. 29.—Not in the case of him
tion. whose mind is disturbed does the seed
of instruction sprout,—as in the case of Aja;—[“in him
whoso mind is rendored impuro by Passion, &c., not ovon docs
a sprout spring up from that seed of the tree of knowledge
which is in the shape of instruction ;—*as in the case of Aja,’
—that is to say, as not a sprout from the seed of instruction,
though offered to him by Vasishtha, sprang up in the king
named Aja, whose mind was disturbed by griof for hie wife.
‘What need of more ?—""].

o
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Aph. 80.—Not even a semblance of
this [true knowledge arises in him
whose mind is disturbed],—as in the case of a rusty mirror,
[—for “ even superficial knowledge does not arise, from in-

Means of dispassion.

Of this further.

Of this further.



Heaven not perfect bliss. 113

struction, in one whose mind is impure, through the obstruc-
tion caused by its wandering away, o. g., to other objects,—
just as an object is not reflected in a foul mirror, through the
obstruction caused by the impurities”].
< ASTRINY AZTAT IESE 1 1

Knotwledge not mecessarily Aph. 31.—Nor, even though sprung -
perfect knowledge. therefrom, is that [knowledge neces-
sarily] in accordance with that [instruction, this not having
been entirely understood,]—just like the lotus, [that is to
say, “just as the lotus, though the seed be of the best, is
not in accordance with the seed when the swamp is faulty.
T'ho mind of tho etudent is comparod to the swamp,” in which
the lotus-seed was sown. But then,—‘ since Soul’s end is
gained by the attainment of supernatural power in the worlds
of Brahm4, &c., to what purpose is the production of know-
ledge, with so much toil, for liberation ? To this he replies”].
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Aph. 32.—Not, even on the attain-
mont of glorification, has that beon
done which was to be done,—as is the case with the pers
fection of the objects worshipped,—as is the case with the per-
fection of the objects worshipped,— [for ““even though one attain
to supernatural power, ¢ that has not been done which was to
bo dono,’—i. 0., the end has not been gained,—bceauso ib
is attended by the grief of deficiency and excess :—¢ as is the
case with the perfection of the object worshipped,’—that is
to say, as, though the possession of perfection (so-called)
belongs to ¢ the objects worshipped,’ i. e., to Brahmd, &c., still
that-has not been doue which was to be dono,—since it is
written that even these, while in the sleep of Concentration,
&c., still practice Concentration (—from fear of losing what
they have attained to—) :—just in like manuer is the case
with him who, by the worship of these, has attained to glorifi-

Heaven not perfect bliss.

cation”].
Q
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"BOOK V.

[““ The tenets of his Institute are completed. Next is begun
a Fifth Book, in order to set aside the crude notions of others
in regard to his Institute. Here, in the first place, he dispores
of the objection that the Bencdiction implicd by the expression
¢ Well then,’ in the first Aplorism (of Book I.), is purposeless.””]
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. Reasons for a Benedictory Aph. 1.—The use of a Benediction
opening. [is justified] by the practice of the
good, by our seeing its fruit, and by scripture. [“The word
it is intonded to precludo tho oxpoctation of any othor roa-
sons.” “ He next repels those who entertain the primil fucie
view, that what was asserted in the expression ‘Because it is
not proved that there is any Lord’ (—see B. I. Aph. 92.), is
not made out, because (forsooth) His existence is proved by
his being the giver of the fruits of works.”]

Tfafed sl ww afes: 1
Aph. 2.—Not from its [—the
world’s—] being governed by the
Lord, is there the effectuation of fruit, for it is by works
[—i. e., by merit and demerit—] that this is accomplished,—
[ by works alone, which are indispensable,”—and if we do
make the additional and cumbrous supposition of a Lord, He
cannot reward a man otherwise than according to his works].

haY .
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The supposed Lord would Aph. 8.—[If a Lord were governor,
be selfish. then] having intended his own benefit,
His government [would be selfish], as is the case [with or-
dinary governors] in the world.

Needlessness of a Lord.
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And therefore mot the Lord Aph. 4—[He must then be] just
spoken of. like a worldly lord, [and] otherwise

[than you desire that we should conceive of Him ; for ““if we
agree that the Lord also is benefited, He also must be some-
thing mundane,—just like a worldly lord ;—because, since his
desires are (on that supposition) not (previously) satisfied, he
must be liable to grief, &c”’].
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The digieuity perkape ori- Aph. 5.—Or [*“if whilst thoro exists
ginalesin & mistaken expres- also » world, there be a Lord, then,
sion. Iet yours, like ours, be merely”’] a
technical term [““for that soul which emerged at the com-
mencement of the creation,—since there canuot be an eternal
Lordship, because of the contradiction between mundaneness
and the having an unobstructed will”’].
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Objection to there being & Aph. 6.—This [that there is a Lord]

d- cannot be established without [assum-
ing that He is affected by] Passion, because that is the indis-
‘pensable cause [of all energizing].
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Aph. 7.—Moreover were that [Pas-
sion] conjoined with Him, he could
not be eternally free, [“and thus the tenet (of His eternal
freedom) must bo surronderod.”—“ Pray (let us ask)—doos
Lordship arise from the immediate union, with Soul, of the
wishes, &c., which wo hold to be powers of Nature (—not
properties of Soul—) or from an influence through proximity
simply,—as in the case of the magnet? Of these he condemns

the former alternative’’].
Q2

This objection furlher.
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Objection on one branchof ~ Aph. 8.—If it were from the con-
an allernatios, junction of the properties of Nature,
it would turn out that there is association, [which Scripture
denies of Soul. ““In regard to the latter alternative he says”].
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. Objection on the other Aph. 9.—If it were from the mere
branch. existence [of Nature, not in associa-
tion, but simply in proximity], then Lordship would belong
to every one; [*that is to say,—if Thought obtains Lordship
merely from proximity, as in the case of the magnet (which
becomes affected by the simple proximity of iron), then it is
settled, as we quite intend it should be, that all men indiffer-
ently, cxperioncers in this or that (cyclo of) croation, (may)
have Lordship, because it is just by conjunction with all ex-
periencors that Natwre produces Miud, &e. ;—thoreforo your
tenet, of there being only one Lord, is overthrown’’].
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Denial that there is any  Aph. 10.—Ttis not established [that
real evidence of a Lord. there is an eternal Lord], because there
is no real evidence of it, [—‘in the first place, there is not
sense-evidence, 8o that only the evidence of inforence and of
testimony can be offered; and these-are inapplicable ;”’ as he
proceeds to show].
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Denial that it can be estab- Aph. 11.—There is no inferential
lished by inference. proof [of thero being a Lord], becauso
there is here no case of [invariable] association [between a
sign and that which it might betoken ;—‘and so there is
no inferential proof of there being a Lord ; because, in such
arguments as ‘ Mind, or the like, has a maker, becanse it is
a product,” the fact of mvariable concomitancy is not estab-
lished, since there is no compulsion” that every product should
have had an intelligent maker].
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Denial that thers is sorip- Aph. 12.—Moreover, there is scrip-
ture for it. ture for this [world’s] being the pro-
duct of Nature [—not of a Lord. So, leaving this topic, *“ he
refutes diffusely, by a cluster (of seven aphorisms), the opinion
of an opponent in regard to that which was established in
(Aph. 20 of) the first section, viz., ‘ Bondage does not arise
from Ignorance (conjoined with Soul)’ ”’].
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Conjunetion in the case of Aph. 13.—With that wl.\ich i‘s soli-
the rolilary, were @ comtra- tary, thore caunot be conjunction of
diclion. .

the power of Ignorance, [and ‘‘since

Soul has no association (with anything whatever) it is plainly
impossible for it to be united with the property of Ignorance.”
“ But then (it may be replied,)—what is to be asserted is, that
the conjunction of Ignorauce is simply through force of Igno-
ranco (which is & ncgation, or noncntity), and so, since this is
no reality, there is no association occasioned thereby. 'To this
he rejoins”].
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Aph. 14.—Since the existence of
this [alleged negative Ignorance] is
established [only] on the ground of its [pretended] conjunc-
tion, thero is a vicious circle, [i. e., a resting of each on the
other alternately, or resting a thing on itself,—in short,—a
regressus in infinitum.”  And ““in reply to the suggestion (of
the Naiydyika)—but then, as in the case of seed and sprout,
the regressus in infinitum is no objection,—he replies”’].
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Aph. 15.—It is not as in the case
of seed and sprout, for we hear in
scripturo that the world [—‘ mundane state of souls, consist-
ing of all undesirable things, Ignorance, &c.,”] has a begin-

A suggestion repelled.

The world has a beginning.
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ning ; [—“because we hear in scripturo that these cease to
exist at the dissolution of all things, in profound sleep, &c.”
“ But then (you Veddntins will say—), according to us Igno-
rance is technically so termed, and is not, e. g., in the shape,
specified by the Yoga, of supposing what is not soul to be
soul ; and so, just like your ¢ Nature,” since this (Ignorance)
of ours has an unbroken eternity, though it be lodged in Soul,
there is no detriment to the solitariness thereof :—in regard to
this doubt, having deliberated on this artificial sense of the
word ¢ Ignorance,” he objects to it’’].

Y
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Soul and Kmowledge wot Aph. 16.—[“ If the meaning of the
identical. word ‘Ignorance’ (avidyd) be only
¢ otherness than knowledge,’] then Bralkma—/[* soul itself”’]—
would be found to be excladed, [—‘to perish,—through his
being anmihilablo by knowledgo,””]—sinco Ile is othor than
knowledge.

[ A 1 QO
Knowledge, not ezcluding Aph. 17.—Were there not exclu-
ignorance, were resultless.  gion [ of the existence by ignorance
by knowledge,] then there would be resultlessness, [— be-
cause of its not debarring Ignorance,” which is the only result
competent to knowledge. “Ile censures the other alterna-
tive,” that knowledge might exclude Soul].

fagmareE suratsEaEH || 5

On the Teddnta theory the Aph. 18.—If [on the other hand]
world ought to vanish. it [Ignorauce] moant tho being ox-
‘cludable by Knowledge, it would be predicable in like manner
of the world also, [—for, “if, on the other hand, the being
excludable by Knowledge, in the case of the soul, be what
-is meant by the being Ignorance, in that case ‘the world,” the
whole mundane system, Nature, Mind, &c., would also in like
manner be Ignorance; and so, the whole system of things
being Ignorance, since the Ignorance would be annihilated by
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one man’s knowledge, the world should become invisible to
others also”’].

-
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The Veddnta theory self- Aph. 19.—If it [Ignorance] were
contradictory. of that nature [i. e., ““ suppose it to be
the case that to be Ignorance means simply the being exclud-
able by Knowledgeo, still] it would have had a commencewment,
[“ for such a thing could not have had an eternal existence in
souls (—as held by Ved4ntins, see Aph. 15—), but must have
had a commencement ; for it is proved by such texts as  Con-
sisting of knowledge alone,” &c., that at the time of the
universal dissolution, &c., the soul consists of Knowledge
alone. Therefore it is settled that thero is no other Ignorance
than that stated in the Yoga system, and this is a property
of the understanding, not of the soul.” Now, ‘“by a cluster
of (six) aphorisms he clears up the primd facie view of an
opponent in regard to that which was stated in the same Book
(—Book V., Aph. 2—), that Naturc’s onergizing is due to
desert”’].

g
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Aph. 20.—There is uno denying

desert, [ on the ground of its being
no object of eense, because it is inferred,”] because of the

Desert is undeniable.

diversity in the operations of Nature [—accommodating one
person aud inconveniencing another,—which would otherwise
be unaccounted for].

Hfafesiz i@ g v
Aph. 21.—It [the existence of De-

Proofs of this. sert] is established by scripture, Ly

tokens, &c.

A fam: gATECEER )RR

" Sense-eridence not theonly  Aph. 22.—There is here no neces-
kind of evidence. . sity [ that a thing of which there is
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no sense-evidence must be non-existent,”—] because there
is room for other proofs.

“
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Aph. 23.—Tt is thus, moreover, in

both cases,—[‘ the evidence applies
‘to Demerit just as it does to Merit”’].

-
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Aph. 24.—If the proof be from an
argument [““in this shape, viz., that
otherwise an injunction would be unaccounted for ; but there
is none such in respect of demerit,—so how can scriptural or
logical argument be extended to demerit ? If any one says
this, it is not so, since the token exists’’] alike in respect of
both, [““i. e., of both merit and demerit :—becaunse prolibitory
injunctions, such as ¢ ITe should not approach another’s wifo,’
betoken demerit”’].

e RTASRE WHIZVATH, | 7Y 1|

Aph. 25.—1It is of the internal or-
gan [—not of soul—] that Merit, &¢.,
[ the ¢ &c.,” including all those that are stated in the Vuis'e-
shika Institute as peculiar qualities of soul,”] are the properties.

[To the objection that the existence of an internal organ,
as well as of the Qualities from which such might arise, is
debarred by scripture, he replies.] —

At | AT 1l 3¢ 1)

The Qualitics exist, though Aph. 26.—And the existence of the
wot in soul. Qualities [—* Purity, &c., and their
properties, happiness, &c., and their products also, Mind,
&c.,”] is not absolutely debarred [by scripture. ¢ 'T'hey are
not to be denied as existences; but it is to be altogether
denied that they belong to soul, just as we deny that heat

Demerit as certain as merit.

The proof of each the same.

Merit, &ec., inhere in what.
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(—in red hot iron—) belongs to the iron.” *In regard to the
doubt,—why, again, may we not deny them an essence, as
we do to what is meant by the words slecp, wish, &c.?—he

says. ”’]
THEEEAEI GEufafe: i o u

Aph. 27.—By a conjunction of the
fivo mombhers [of an argumentativo
statement], we discern that Happiness exists :—[and ‘ here,
in order to get a particular subject of his assertion, he takes
Lappiness alone, one portion of the matter in dispute, as a
reprosentativo of tho entire matter :—but tho better reading
is, ¢ wo discorn that llappiness, §c., exist.” The five members
of an argumentative statement are the Proposition, Reason,
Example, Synthesis (of the two premises), and Conclusion ;
and he means that by the ¢ conjunction,’ i. e., the combination,
of these, all things, happiness, &c., are proved to exist. And
the employment (of the arguwment) is this :—

T'he above thesis argued.

‘ Pleasuro is real ;—

Becauso it produces motion in something ;—

Whatever produces motion in anything is real,—as are
sentient beings ;

And pleasure produces motion in things, as in horripilation,
&e. 5

Therefore it is real.”’

“The Chdrvdka next doubts whether there be any evidenco
other than sense-evidence, since (he contends) there is no
truth in the assertion (of an inductive conclusion) that such
and such is pervaded by such and such, &c.”].

 gEy A [FfaEfe 1 jE
The validity of inference Aph. 28.—Not from once apprehend-
questioned. ing [concomitance of a supposed token
and thing betokened], is a connection, [i. e., & pervadedness
or invariable attendedness of the token by the betokened)
established ;—[“ and frequency (of the same apprehension)
R
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follows (the rule of the single apprchension, just as a thousand
times nothing amounts to nothing) ;—therelore (wmrgucs tho
sceptic) since the apprehending of an invariable attendedness
is impossible, nothing can be established by Inference. This
he clears up”’].

el RagwaTR A a1 i 1| 3 I
Aph. 29.—Pervadedness is a con-

stant consociation of characters, in
tho caso of both, or of one of them ;—[*“ ¢ Consociation of

This point cleared up.

characters,’ i. e., consociation in the fact of being characters
(or properties of something) :—in short concomitancy. And so
we mean, that, that concomitancy is ¢ pervadedness,” (furnish-
ing solid ground for inference) which is absolutely non-errant,
whother in tho case of both, prodicato and reason, orin the
case of tho reason only. ¢ Of botl’ is mentioned with refer-
enco Lo tho cuso of ‘equal porvadedness’ (—o. g., ovory
equilateral triangle is equiangular, and conversely every equi-
angular triangle is equilateral). And the invariableness may
be apprechended through an appropriate confutation (or reductio
ad absurdum of the denial of it) ; so that there is no impos-
sibility in apprehending ¢ pervadedness’” and of inferring on
the strength of it].

< T TGRIIEE || 3o |l
Pervadedness not an addi- Aph. 30.—It [Pervadedness] is not
tional principle. [as some think,—see Aph. 81]—an
additional principle [over and above the twenty-five, B. 1.
Aph. 61,] for it is unsuitablo to postulato cntitics [* pricter
rationem”].

o
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A heterodox opinion re- Aph. 31.—But [certain] doctors say
garding * Lervadeduess.’ that it [Pervadedness] is [another
principle,—in addition to the twenty-five—], resulting from
the power of the thing itself. [These “other teachers assert
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that ¢ Pervadeduess’ is positively a separate principle, in the
shape of a species of power generated by the native power of
the ‘pervaded.” But (they coutinue) ¢ Pervadedness’ is not
simply a power of the (pervaded) thing itself,—else it would
exist wherever the thing is, (—which ¢ pervadedness does not
do,) for even smoke, when it has gone to another place [than
the point of its origination], is not attended by fire. And, by
going into another place, that power is put an end to; thore-
foro (—contend those teachors—) there is no over-extension
in the above-stated dofinition ;—for, according to our doctrine,
the smoke (which betokens fire) is to be specialized as that
which is at tho instaut of origination.”]

-~
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Opinion of the Pancha- Aph. 32.—The Panchas’ikha says
¥ikha. that it (‘ Pervadedness’) is the posses-
sion of the power of the sustained :—[for, says the Pancha-
g'ikha, “ pervadingness is the power which consists in being
tho sustainer, and ¢ Porvadeduness’ is thoe having tho power
which consists in being the sustained,—for Intellect and the
rest are troated as being pervaded (or invariably attended) by
Nature, &c.,””—and this just means that each product in
succession 1is - sustained by what preceded it in the series.
“ But then, why need a  power of the sustained’ be postu-
lated P—let ¢ Pervadedness’ be simply an essential power of
the thing pervaded. o this tho Panchas’ikha replies ’].

7 BRUNfHIn: [AEEERE: 1 3% I

The DPanchas'ikha's reply Aph. 33.—The relation is not an
to an objection. essential power, for we should have
Lin that ease] o tautology, | beenuse, that is Lo say, just as
there is no difference between ¢ water-jar’ and ¢ jar for water,’
s0 also thero is none in the caso of ‘Intellect’ and ¢ what is
Pervaded’ ” by Nature, of which Intellect consists. And “he
himself explains the ¢ Tantology’ ”’].

R 2
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Aph. 34,—Because we should find
the distinction unmeaning, [as Intel-
lect does not differ from Nature at all except as docs the sus-
tained from the sustainer. “ He (the Panchas’ikha) meuntions
another objection’”].

TR (1 Y I

Aph. 35.—And because it [perva-
dedness] would not be reconcileable
in buds, &c.,—[“for buds, &c., are invariably attended (at
their origination) by trees, &c.; but this cannot be called
simply an essential power in the bud, because, since the essen-
tial power (—that which belongs to tho bud of being & bud—)
~ does not depart even in the case of an amputated bud, we
shounld even then find it attendod (by tho trco which, howevor,
no longer accompanies it). But the power (see Aph. 32, which
consists in having the character) of the sustained,” is des-
troyed at the moment of amputation, so that there is no ¢ Per-
vadedness’ then,”— But then what ?—the Panchasikha says
that ¢ Pervadedness’ is not a result of any essential power.
Then, since smoke is not sustained by fire (—see Aph. 32—
where he contends that ¢sustainedness’ is what. really ex-
presses pervasion—), it would turn out that it (viz., smoke)
is not (as token and betokened) accompanied by fire. So,
with reference to this, he says”].

AR FeRRATT: SHEA
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Reply, that this would prove Aph. 36.—Were it [thus] settled
too much. that it is a power of the ¢sustained,’
then by the like argument, its dependence on an essential
power, as pretended by the heterodox doctors referred to in
Aph. 31, might be proved also,—and thus the argument

The reason why.

A further veason.
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proves nothing as it proves too much. “ It was with a view
to substantiating what was stated (in Aph. 27), viz., ‘The
Qualitios, and the resb, arc cstablished (as realitios) by tho
employment of the five-membered (form of argumentative ex-
position),” that he has repelled, by an exposition of ¢ Pervaded-
ness,” the objection to Inference as evidence (—or as a means
of attaining right notions). Now, in order to establish the
fact that words, of which the five-mombered (exposition) con-
sists, are generators of knowledge, the objection of others
to o word’s being a means of right knowledge, in the shape
of (the objection of) its being inadequate, is disposed of, by
means of an exposition of the powers, &c., of words”].

[
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Aph. 37.—The connection between
word and meaning is the relation of
expresser and expressed. [“To the ‘ meaning’ belongs the
power termed expressibleness,—to the ¢ word’ the power termed
expression ;—simply this is their connection,’—their inter-
relution as it wore.  Ifrom ono’s knowing this (connection
between a given word and meaning), the meaning is sug-
gested (or raised in the mind) by the word.””]

fafe: sm=afaf: gz

Aph. 38.—The connection [between
a word and its sense] is determined
by three [means,— by mecans of these three, viz., information
from one competent (to tell us the meaning), the usage of the
old man (whose orders to his sons we hear, and then observe
what actions ensue in consequence,—see the Sdlitya Darpana,
Aph. 11—), and application to the same thimg which has a
familiar namo,”—whonce weo gather tho senso of tho less
fawiliar synonym].

~¢ S
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Inperatites and predica-  Aph. 39.—There is mno restriction
lions. [““ no necessity that this apprchension

Sound and sense.

Sense of words how learnt.
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of the meaning of a word, should be restricted’’] to what is
to be done—[“ should occur only in the case of something
(directed) to be done,””]—because we sce it both ways, [i. o.,
“in (the secular life and dealings of) the world, we see the
usage of the old man, &c., in regard to what is not to be done
(—being something already extant—) also, as well as in
regard to what is to be done”].

= 2 :
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Seriptural and  secular  Aph. 40.—Ho who is accomplished

sense of words the same. in the sccular [connection of words
with meanings] can understand the sense of the Veda.

9 RfrTERe® ATSaARe-
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Aph. 41.—Nob by tho throe [menns
mentioned in Arh. 38, objects some
one, can the sense of the Veda be gathered], because the
Veda is superhuman, and what it means transcends the senses.

A IR WERYAL Y3 A 11 8% 1

Aph. 42.—Not so, [what is meant
by the Veda is not something trans-
cending the senses],—because sacrificings, &c., are in them-
selves merit, pre-eminently ; [ and sacrificings, &c., since they
imply wishings, &c., (of which we are perfoctly conscious,) are
not somothing transcending intuition. But tho nature of merit
(which the objector alloges to transcond intuition) does not
belong to something mysterious that resides in sacrificings, &c.,
whence what is enjoined in scripture need be beyond intui-
tion.” And “he repels also what has been asserted, that,
inasmuch as it (tho Veda) is superhuman, thero can he no
information from any competent person” in regad to its

A doubt.

T'his cleared up.,

import].
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Knowledge of the Teda Aph. 43.—The natural force [of the
traditional. terms in the Veda] is ascertained
through the conversancy [therewith of those who successively
transmit the knowledge. ¢ But still, how can there be appre-
hension of the scnso of scriptural terms in tho case of Gods,
fruits (of actions), &c., which transcend sense? 'I'o this he
replies’].

NN _
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Intelligibility of the Veda Aph. 44.—This really takes place,
tndeniable. because they [viz., the words] give
rise to knowledge both in the case of things adapted [to
sense] and things not adapted.

o \ o
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Eternity of the Teda Aph. 45.—The Veda is mnot from

denied. eternity, for there is scripture for its
being a production.

NN o
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Aph. 46.—They [the Vedas] are
not the work of [the Supreme] Man,
because there is no such thing as the [Supreme] Man, [whom
you allude to as being possibly] their maker. [ Supply
‘ because we deny that there is a Lord.’”” And “adverting
to the anticipation that there may be some other author, he
says.”’]

The Lord not the author.

-
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Who are uol authors of  Aph. 47.—Since both the liberated
the Veda. is unsuited [to the work, by his indif-
fercuce], and the unliberated [by his want of power, neither
of these can be author of the Vedas. “ Then in that case,
since they are not the work of (the Supreme) Man, it follows
that they are etcrnal. To this he replies”].
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Aph. 48.—As in the case of spronts,
&c., their cternity does not follow
from their not being the work of [uny Snpreme] Man. [ But
then, sinco sprouts, &c., ulso, just liko jars, &ec., are produc-
tions, we must infer that they are the work of (the Supreme)
Man. To this he replies.”]
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dph. 49.—Wero this the ense with
these also, [viz., that vegetables are
works], we should find a contradiction to experience, &c.,
[for ¢ it is seen in the world, as an invariable fact, that what-
ever is the work of Man is produced by a body. This would
be debarred, &c., were the case as you contend,”—for wo sce
no embodied Supreme Man, to whose handiwork tho sprouts
of the earth could be referrod. ““ But then, since they werve
uttered by the Primal Man, the Vedas moreover are really
the work of (the Supreme) Man :—to this he replies”].
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Only what is voluntary is dph. 50.—That [only] is Man’s
@ work. . work, in respect of which, oven bo it
something invisible, an offort of understanding takes placo,
[i. e., a consciousness that Thought preceded.” ‘'T'hus it has
been remarked that a thing is not Man’s work merely though
its having been uttered by Man :—for no one speaks of the
respiration during profound sleep as being Man’s work (or
voluntary act). But what need to speak of antecedence of
Understanding? The Vedas, just like an expiration, proceed
of themselves from the Seclf-existent, through the force of
fate, unpreceded by thought. Therefore they are not (a Su-
preme) Man’s work.” ‘“ But then, in that case, since they are
not preceded by a correct knowledge of the sense of the sen-
tences, like the speech of a parrot the Vedas also can convey
no right knowledge. "o this he replies”].

An illustration.

Dlants denied Lo be works.
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The Vedas their own evi-  AAph. 51.—They are self-evidently
. conveyers of right knowledge, from
the patentness of their own power [to instruct rightly. The
authoritativeness of the whole of the Vedas is established, not
by such a thing as its being bused on the accurato knowledge
of tho cnouncer, but quite spontuncously ;—bccause—as for
its ‘own,’ i. e., natural, power of generating right knowledge,
—thereof we perceive the manifestation in the invocations
(which produce the result promised), and in the medical scrip-
turo (—tho following of which leads to cures—), &c. And =o
thero is the aphorism of the Nydya (B. 11. 68),—° And the
fact of its being a cause of right knowledge, like the invoca-
tions and the medical scripture,” &c.”” “In regard to the
proposition (laid down in Aph. 26, viz.,) ¢ And the existence
of the Qualities is not absolutely debarred,’” there was alleged,
and expounded (under Aph. 27) syllogistically, one argument,
—viz., by the cstablishing tho oxistence of Iappiness, &ec.
Now he states another argument in respect of that’” same
proposition].

A AW IGFIA N YR |

Cognition is evidence of  Aph. 52.—There is no Cognition of
existence. the non-existent,—such as a man’s
horn; [so that not ouly is the existence of pleasure, &c.,
proved by the reasoning (under Aph. 27), it is proved also by
mere consciousness, Of pleasure, &c., were they absolutely
nonentities, even the consciousness could not be accounted for ;
—because there is no cognizing of a man’s horn, and the
like,” which have no existence at all.  ““ But then, (interposes
the Naiydyika,) if such be the case, let the Qualities, &c., be
absolutely real; and then, in the expression ‘not absolutely
debarred’ (—in Aph. 26—), the word ‘absolutely’ is (super-
fluous, and hence) unmeaning. To this he replies”].

8
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The Qualities, 0., not ab- Aph. 53.—1t is not of the renl [that
solulely veal. there is here cognizance], because ox-
clusion is seen [of the Qualities,—* for we see that thgy are
excluded (—and not admitted to exist—) at the time of des-
truction (of the mundane system), &c.”” ¢ But then, even on
that showing (interposes the Vedantin, jumping at the admis-
sion—),—let the world be different both from ¢real,’ and
‘ unreal,’ in that case also the denial (in Aph. 20) of its being
absolutely unreal is quite justifiable,””—and, moreover, in strict
accordance with Vedantic doctrine. To this he replies].

M NTR T 11 Y8 1|

A Vedantic advance re- Aph. 54.—1It is not of what cannot
Jected. be [intelligibly] expressed [that there
is cognizance]—because there exists no such thing ; [—“and
thore takos placo, morcovor, no cognizanco of such a thing
as is not to be expressed as either ¢ existing’ or ¢ not existing ;’
¢ because there exists no such thing,’—i. e., because nothing
is known other than what exists or what does not exist :—
such is the menning. The import is,—because it is propor to
form suppositions only in accordance with what is seen.”
¢ But what then |—on that showing, do you really approve -
of (tho Nyfya notion of) ‘cognizing othorwise’ (—or our
fancying that nature to belong to one—which belongs to an-
other) ? He replies—Nay”’].

AT EENAEAT 11 Yy |

Aph. 55.—There is no such thing
as cognizing otherwise [or cognizing
that as belonging to one which belongs to another],—because
your proposition is self-destructive. [ The meaning is, that
this also is not proper to be said, viz., that one thing appears
under the character of another thing (—eo. g., a rope undor
the character of a serpent, for which it may be mistaken in
the dusk),—¢ because your proposition ig self-destructive.” Of

A Nydya view rejected.
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another nature (e. g., snakehood), in a different thing (e. g.,
a rope), equivalence to @ man’s horn is (what is virtually) ex-
pressed by tho word ¢ otherwise’ (—than the truth,—both a
man’s horn and the presence of snakehood in a rope mistaken
for a snake being alike otherwise than real) ;—and (yet) its
cognition (thus) otherwisc is asserted (—as if that could be
cognized which is equivalent to what can not be cognized—) |
Hence your proposition is self-destructive ;—for even those
who contend for ¢ cognizing otherwise’ [as one mode of cogni-
tion) declare that the cognition of what does not exist is impos-
sible.”” Now, ““ expounding what he had said above, (in Aph.
26), ¢ not absolutely debarred,’ he sums up his doctrino.”]
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Aph. 56.—They [the ¢ Qualities’ are
cognized rightly and wrongly, through
their being denied and not denied [appropriately or otherwise.
“ There is non-denial as far as regards their existing at all,—
becauso all things (—and things are made up of the ¢ Quali-
ties’—) are eternal; but there is denial relalively, in Soul,
of all things,—just as is the case with the reduness, &c., in
webs, &c.,”” which may have no redness without its following
that redness altogether and everywhere is nonexistent. “ This
investigation is concluded. Now the consideration of Words,
having incidentally presented itself in this connection, is set
forth at the end of it’].

vA@EANAIL A WIS T 1149 |
The Yoga theory of speech Aph. 57.—A word does not consist
rejected. of [what the Yogas call] the “ex-
presser” (sphofa), by reason both of cognizance [—which
would disprovo tho oxistonce of such imaginavy thing—], and

Summing up.

non-cognizé.nco [—which would in like manner disprove it.

1t is held by the Yogas that thero cxists, in distinction from

the several letters, an indivisible upit, the word,—such as

¢ jar,’ &c.,—(which they call) the ‘expression;’ just as there

is a jar, or the like, possessing parts, which is something else
8 2



132 The Sdikkya Aplorisms. Book V.

than the parts, the body, neck, &c.;—and that particular
sound, termed a word, is called the ¢ expresser,” because of its
making apparent the meaning :—such a word (—we Sdnkliyas
assert in opposition to the Yogas—) is without evidence (of
its existence). Why ?—¢ by reason both of cognizance and of
non-cognizance’ (—as thus) ;—Pray is that word (which you
choose to call the ¢ expression’—) cognized or not? On the
former alternative, what need of that idle thing (—the sup-
posed, ¢ expression ?’—For)—by what collection of letters,
distingunished by a particular succossion, this  (“ oxprossion’)
is manifested, let that be what acquaints us with the meaning.
But on the latter alternative (viz., that it is not cognized), the
power of acquainting us with a meaning does not belong to
an ‘expression, which is not cognized. Therefore the hypo-
thesis of an ‘expresser’ is useless.” “The eternity of the
Vedas was contradicted before (—under Aph.45—) :—unow
he contradicts also the eternity of letters.’”]
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The eternity of letters Aph. 58.—Sound is not eternal, be-
denied. cause we perceive it to be made :—[so
—*““ it is not proper to say (as the Mimdnsakas say) that letters
are eternal, on the strength of our recognizing, e. g., that
¢ This is that same G ;* for they aro proved to be non-eternal,
by the cognition, e. g., that ¢ (the sound of) G has been pro-
duced :>—such is the meaning. And the recognition has refer-
ence to the lhomogenecousness with that (one which had been
previously heard) :—for, otherwise, it would turn out that a
jar, and tho liko, is etornal, inasmuoh as it is recoynised”].

He ponders a doubt.
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Aph. 59.—[But then, some one may
say,] there is [in the case of sounds]
the manifestation of something whose existence was previously
settled,—as [the manifestation] of a [pre-existent] jar by a.

A doubt.
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lamp ; [and so “of Sound, whose existence was previously
a fact, tho manifestation—through noise, &c.,—that alone is
the object in the cognition of its production (—which you
speak of in Aph.c58) .—He\ repels this’].

genrfgmEa, fRgaEad | €0 1)

Aph. 60.—If the dogma of pro-
ducts being real [is accepted by you],
then this is a proving of the already proved, [—for “if you
say that ¢ manifestation’ means the taking of a present condi-
tion by means of rejecting an un-arrived (or future) condition,
then this is our dogma of the reality of products (—B. I,
113) ; and such an obernity bLelongs to all products (—not
specially to Sound—), so that you are proving the already
proved (or conceded) ; such is the meaning. And if, ‘ mani-
festation’ is asserted to be just in the shape of the cognition
of what is preseuntly real, then we should find (—on your
theory—) that jars, &c., also are eternal ; because it would be
proper (on that theory—) that the object in the perception
of production, by tho operation of the causes (—the potter,
&c.—), should bo that of knowledgs only,” and just as the
jar is shown by the lamp, not made by it, so the jar must be
only shown by the potter. Now * an objection, not previously
mentioned, is to be adduced ; therefore the refutation of the
non-duality of Soul is recommenced”’—having been already
handled uq&ler B. I, 149]. - -
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Non-duality of Soul de-  Aph. 61.—Non-duality of Soul is
nied on grounds of Inference. not _for its distinctions are cognised
through signs, [—“by the sign that one quits Nature (or
escapes from tho mundane condition), while another docs not
quit it, &.”  “ But in regard to the non-distinction, between
Soul and not-Soul, asserted in the texts ¢ All this is Soul only,’
¢ All this is Brahm ouly,” he tells us how there is even sense-
evidence destructive of this” allegation that there is no duality

at all].

The doubt disposed of.
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Nom-dualily denied on Aph. 62.—Moreover, there is not
grounds of Senss, [non-difference of Soul] from not-Soul,
because this is disproved by sensec-cvidence, [— becanse, if
Soul wore not othor than the whole percoptible, it would also
not be different from a jar and a web,—since the jar, e. g.,
would not be other than the web which (by hypothesis) is not
other than the Soul :—and £his is excluded by sense-evidence,
which constrains us to apprehend a distinction” between a

jur and a web]. .\

Awnat 499 1 €3 11
' Aph. 63.—Not between both [—
Soul and not-Soul,—is there non-
difference],—for that same [couple of rcasons given in Aphs.
61 and 62. ““ But then, in that case, what is the drift of such
texts as, ¢ All this is Soul alone?’ To this he replies™].

@RISR 7 1| €8 1)
) ) Aph. 64.—There it is for the sake
Seriplure accommodates it- . .

aelf to human frailty of un- Of something else, in respect of the
derstanding. undiscriminating, [—i. e., the obser-
vation is (designed to be) provocative of meditation. For in
the sccular world, throngh want of discrimination, body and
the embodiod, the experienced and the oxperioucor, are ro-
garded as indifferent,” —and Scripture humours the worldling’s
delusion, with a view to eventually getting him out of it.
“ He declares that, according tothe assorters of (thore being
nothing existent bnt) a Single Soul, there could be no material
cause of the world”’].

AR AT SRFAEARLT (7T~
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Aph. 65.—Neither Soul, nor Ignor-

The Veddnta syslem sup- i
plies no material for the ance, mor both, can be the material
world. cause of the world,—because of the

solitariness [of Soul. For “the soul alone, or Igmorance

The reasons combined.
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lodged in the soul, or both together—like a pair of jar-halves
(conjoined in the formation of a jar)—, cannot be the material
of tho world,—* because of the solilariness of the soul. For
things undergo alteration only through that particular con-
junction which is called association ;’—hence the (ever) soli-
tary soul, without a second, since it is not associated, cannot
serve as & materinl cause :—nor can it do so by means of
(association with) Ignorance either, bccause the conjunction
of Ignorance has been already excluded by the fact of solitari-
ness. Moreover, that the two together should be the material
is impossible, even as it is that either severally should be the
matcrial, just ¢ beeauso of tho solitariness ;’—such is the mcan-
ing. And if you chooso that Ignorance shall subsist as a sub-
stance located in the soul, as the air in the heavens, then there
is an abandonment of the non-duality’”” which you Vedéntins
contend for. ““He himself (at B. I., 145) decided that the
. soul consists of light (or knowledge). In regard to this he
repels the primd facie view,—founded on the text ‘ Brahm is
reality, knowledgo, and joy,’—that tho csscnco of the soul
is joy also’ ’L. e
S (AR FAWHETA 1 ¢

Soul not joy and know- Aph. 66.—The two natures, joy and
ledge both. knowledge, do not belong to one,—
because the two are different, [—*a single subject has not
the nature both of joy and of intelligence,—because, since
pleasuro is not oxpericnced at the time of knowing pain,
pleasure and knowledge are different.”” ¢ But then, in that
case, what becomes of the text, that it (Soul) comsists of joy ?
"T'o this he replies’’]. S

Z@ATTI 11 €9 1)

A Vedinta term explained  Aph. 67.—Metaphorical [is the word
away. joy, in the sense] of the cessation of
pain, [—for ‘“the word ‘joy,” in the scriptural expression
which means really the cessation of pain, is metaphorical.
This is stated in the maxim ¢ Pleasure is the departure of both
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pain and pleasure.”” And “ he states the cause of this meta-
phorical employment”],

fRgfauia a=@E 1 <E 0

Why the term was used in Aph. 68.—It is [as] a laudation of
@ senss ot lileral. omancipation, for the sako of the dull,
[that the scripture lauds, as if it were joy, the emancipation,
consisting in the cessation of pain, which (cessation) is the
essence of the soul ;”—for the soul is such joy as consists in
the absence of pain. Next, “in order to justify perfectly tho
demonstration already given (—in B. I1II., 14, 15, &c.—) of
the internal organ, he repels the primi facie view that the
Mind is all-pervading’’].

A HUEE ATG: FLUETE ZIGET 1 €e 1l
The Mind not all-pervad- Aph. 69.—The Mind [—*“ meaning
ing. the totality of the internal instru-
moents,”’—] is not all-porvading,—for it is an instrmment,
[“as a saw, or the like, is,””] aund because it is moreover
an organ.
gfeRg@ERYa: | 9o 1
Proaf of this Aph. 70.—[The Mind is not all-
- pervading], for it is moveable,—since
there is scripture regarding the motion ; [— that is to say,—
since, inasmuch as there is scripture regarding the going of the
Soul (—which, being all-pervading, cannot go—) into another
world, it is settled that it is its adjunct, the internal organ,
that is moveable, and so it cannot be all-pervading. *In
order to prove that it is a product, he repels also the opinion
that the Mind is without parts”].

A TS AGUTIEZaA 1l oY 0

Aph. 7T\.—Like a jar, it [the Mind]
is not without parts, because it comes
in contact therewith [i. e., with several Senses simultaneously.
“The word ¢ therewith’ refers to ¢ organ,” which occurs in a
preceding aphorism (69). The Mind is not without parts,

The Mind has parts.
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because it comes in contact simultancously with several sense-
organs ; but, like a jar, it is of medium size (—neither infinite
nor atomic—), and consists of parts.” ‘“And it is to bo
understood that the internal organ when in the state of a
cause (and not modified and expanded, e. g., into knowledge,
which is its product—) s indeed atomic.””]

- °
TRATRHIHA, FIAfAEH 1| 0% o
Adph. 72.—Everything except Na-
ture and Soul is uneternal.
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Sonl and Nature not made  ph. 73.—No parts [from the pre-
wup of parta. genco of which in tho discorptible ono
might infor destructibility] are found in the Experiencer,—for
there is scripture for its being without parts, [*for there are
such texts as ¢ without parts, motionless, quiescent, unobjec-
tionable, passionless.””” ‘“ It has been stated that Emancipa-
tion is tho cessation of pain. In order to corroborate this,
he repels the opinions of others in regard to limancipation™].

A AT HETA 11 98 1

A view of Emancipation Aph. 74.—Emancipation is nol a
disputed. development of joy, because there are
no propertics [in Soul “in the shape of joy”].

NN
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Aph. 75.—Nor, in like manner, is
it the excision of special qualities

Elernity belongs to what.

Seccond view disputed.

[ because there are no properties” in Soul].

A fAftwafaffena |1 o |
Aph. 76.—Nor [is Emancipation]

any particular going of that [Soul
“to the world of Bralma,”] which is motionless [and there-

forc docs not go].
"

A third view dispuled.
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Aph. 77.—Nor is it [Emancipation]
the removal of the influence of [in-
tellectual] forms,—because there is the objection that this
would be momentary, &c. [Ior, ““the opinion of the Nihilist,
that the Soul consists of momentary knowledge, that Bondage
is the modifying thereof by objects, and that emancipation is
the destruction of the influence thereof called Memory,—is
inadmissible, because through the fault of momentariness, &ec.,
such emancipation (as merely momentary like all else,) is not
the Soul’s aim.”] '

] %ﬁtg@ﬁaﬁﬁm nee )

Aph. 78.—Nor is it [Emancipation]
destrnction of all, for this has among
other things the fault of not Leing the Soul’s aim:—[ the
entire destruction also of the Soul, which consists of know-
ledge, is not emancipation,—because, among other reasons,
we do not see in the world that the annihilation of the soul
is the soul’s aim”’].

TE YZufY 119 ||

Aph. 79.—So too the Void [— the
annihilation of the whole universe
consisting of cognition and the cognizible, is thus also not
emancipation, because Soul’s aim is not effected by Soul's
annihilation”].

gAY fREwne 3 9 LmfTEmisfa o co o

Aph. 80.—And conjunctions termi-
nate in separations, therefore it 1s not
the acquisition of lands, &c., [that is Emancipation ; for, * from
its perishability, possessorship is not emancipation”].

A fourth view disputed.

A fifth view disputed.

A sizlh view disputed.

A seventh view disputed.
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A cighth view dispated. Aph. 81.—Nor is it [Emancipa-
tion] conjunction of the Part with the
‘Whole ;—[Emancipation is not absorption of ¢ the part,” i. e.,
the Soul, into ¢ the Whole,’ i. e., that of which it is (on the
view in question) a part, viz., the Supreme Soul,—for the
rcason assigned (in Aph. 80) viz.,—¢ conjunctions torminate
is separation,’” and because we do not admit a Lord, (B. I. 92),
and because thus self-dissolution is not Soul’s aim”].

- ha
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Aph. 82.—Nor is it [Emancipation]
moreover conjunction with the power

of becoming as small as an atom, &c., since, like other con-
junctions, the cessation of this must necessarily take place.

amfeuzauisi aga i T3 )

Aph. 83.—Nor, just as in that cnso

A ninth view dispuled.

A tenth view dispuled. .
[of other superhuman powers, such

ag assuming atomic bulk,] is it [Emancipation] moreover con-
junction with the rank of Indra, &c., [“by reason of perish-
ableness,”” of this as well as the others. He next “repels
the objection of an opponent to what has been stated (under
B. 1., 61), that the Organs are products of Self-conscious-
ness”].
A YAvSfAERRI AT REE A 1 T8 |

Aph. 84.—The Organs are not form-

ed of the Elements [as the Naiyfiyikas
assert], becauso thero is scriptuve for their being derived from

The organs whence.

self-consciousness. [ Holding to the opinion that Power, &c.,
also are principles, he repels the determination of categories
[insisted upon by] his [various sects of] opponents, and the
notion that IEmancipation comes through a mere knowledge
of these” categories.]

T 2
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The calegories of the Vai- Aph. 85.—'The rulo of six categories
#'eshika oljected to. is not [the correct one], nor does
Emancipation result from acquaintance thorowith, [as the
Vais'eshikas maintain].

“
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A those o the Nydya, & Aph. 86.—So too is it in the case
ose of the a, §e. - .
i of the Sixteen, [categories of tho

Nyiya), &e.
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The eternity of Atoms un- Aph. 87.—[The five Elements being
soriptural. products, as declared in B. I., Aph,
61,] Atoms are not eternal [as alleged in the Nydya], for thore
is scripture for their being products ; [and “ although that text
of seripture is not now scen by us, becnuse it has disappenred
in the lapse of time, &c., yet it is to be inferred from the
words of the doctors, and from the statement of Manu’’ in
Ch. I. v. 27. < But then, how can an Atom, which is without
parts, be a product ?—To this he replies’].

.
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The scriplure decisive of APl 88.—Sinco it is & product, it
the question. is not without parts,—[“that is to
say,—since the fact, established by scripture, of their being
products, cannot bo otherwise accounted for, the (so-called) -
Atoms of Earth, &c, are not without parts.” ‘He repels the
objection of tho Nihilist, that dircct cognizanco of Nuturo or
Soul is impossible because (forsooth) the cause of a thing’s
being directly cognizible is colour”].

A gufayaw vEmfaER: 1 e |

Aph. 89.—There is mo nocessity
that direct cognition should have
colour as its cause : —[“ it is no rule that to bo directly cogni-

A cavil disposed of.
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zable should result from colour only (—or other object of
scnse—) as the cause,—because direct cognition may resnlt
from Morit, &c., also,”—e. g., mystical practices, and so forth.
“ Well, if that be the case, pray, is the dimension of an Atom
(on the consideration of which the Naiyfyikas rear certain
speculations) a reality or not? With reference to this he
decides the question of dimension” as follows].

a4 fenueaRy quat aAUTE I do |

L . Aph. 90.—There aro not four varicties
Dimension of what kinds. . .
of dimension, because those can be
accounted for by two :—[* there are not fonr kinds of dimen-
sion, viz., small, great, long, and short,—but there are only
two sorts,—‘ becauso thoso can be accounted for by two,’—
that is to say, the four varieties can be accounted for by
merely two, the atomic (or positively small) and the great;—
such is the meaning. TFor the short and the long are merely
subordinate kinds of the dimension called great,—else we
should havo, ¢. g., no end of dimonsious—in tho shapo of tho
crooked, &c.”” “ Ilc rebuts tho Nihilist’s denial of genera,”

as follows].

Hfaasii RGTEAvn vafwE awr-
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Qenua proved by recogni- Aph. 91.—Though these [indivi-
Lion. - duals] bo un-cternal, rccognition, as
being associated with constancy, is of the genus.

A ARG |l <X I

Aph. 92.—Therefore it [genus] is
not to be denied.—[“ But then, (it
may be said,) recognition is to be accounted for simply by
a noncaistence, in the shape of the exclusion of what is not
the thing (recognized),—and let ¢his be what is meant by the

And not to be denied.

word ¢ genus’ :—to this ho replics™].
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Aph. 93.—It [genus] does not con-
sist in the cxclusion of something else,
because it is cognized as an ontity ;—[* bocaunse ¢ This is that
same’ is the cognition of something positive ;—for otherwise
the only thing cognized would be ¢ This is not a non-jar.””’
“ But still, recognition may be caused by likeness :—To this
he replies.”]

Genus pou'liu, not negative.
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Likeness not a distinct Aph. 94.—Likeness is not a sepa-
principle. rate principle, for it is directly appre-
hended [as one manifestation of ¢ Community.” ¢ Likeness
is nothing other than sameness in many parts, &ec.,”—tho
likeness of a fair faco to the moon, o. g., consisting in the
sameness of the pleasureable feeling, &c., occasioned by the
sight of either. ¢ The conjecture—let likeness be just a pecu-
liar power, and not (a modified a.spect of) Community,—he
repels.”]
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Aph. 95.—Nor is it [likeness] a
manifestation of something’s own
power, because the apprehension of it is different [* from the
apprehension of a power :—for the cognition of a power is
not dependent on the cognition of another thing ;—tho cogni-
tion of likeness, on the other hand, is dependent on the cogni-
tion of a correlative, as is the case with the cognition of a non-
existence,—so that the two conceptions are heterogeneous.”
“But still, let the likeness among individnal jars, &c., be
merely that they have (all alike) the name, e. g., of jar :—to
this he replies.”]

Nor a peculiar power.
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Nor the relation belween Aph. 96.—Nor moreover is it [like-
nanes and things. ness] the connection between name
and named, [“because he who does not even know the con-
nection between & name and the thing named, may yet cognize
a likeness” e. g., between two jars.]

q gRfAE amIAEEE 1l ¢ I

Aph. 97.—That connection [be-
tween name and named] is not eter-
nal, since both [the correlatives] are uneternal, [—‘how then
should thoro bo, through that, the likeness of a doparted thing
in o thing present?”  “ But thon,—though the correlatives
be uneternal, let the rclation be eternal,—what is to hinder
this 2—to this he replies.”’]

o
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Another suggestion repell- Aph. 98.—The connection is not so
g [—not eternal—], for this reason, viz.,
because this is excluded by the evidence which acquaints us
with the thing; [i. e., the supposition is inconsistent with the

Houw it cannot be so.

ed

definition of the term. For ‘ Connection exists only where
disjunction is incidentally possible,—because otherwise there
is no room for the supposition of connection, the case being
accounted for, just by the natural state of the matter. And
this incidental disjunction is impossible if connection be cter-
nal ;—therefore conneclion is not eternal.” ¢ But on this
showing, there could be no such thing as the eternal (connec-
tion called) Co-inherence between those two eternals a Quality
and thing qualified,”—which Co-inherence, or intimate relation,
is one of tho catogorics of tho Nyfya. o this he replies.)

q FRAE 1SR FATCWETA 11 &L 11

The Category of Intimate Aph. 99.—There is so such thing as
Relation rejected. Co-inherence, [such as the Naiyéyikas
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insist upon,] for there is no ovidence of it. [“ But then, (it
may be said,) the evidence of it is the perception that somo-
thing is qualified (or conjoined with a quality which <nheres
in it), and the unaccountabloness othorwise of the cognition
of something as qualified. To this he replies.”]

ao .
SHETGARET GEEHTAE A1l Qoo N
. Aph. 100.—Neither perception nor
This argued. inference [is evidence for the existence
of Co-inhercnce], since, as regards both alike, [“i. e., the
perception of qualifiedness and the inferring of it,”’] the case
is otherwise disposed of, [* viz., just by the natural state (of
the thing and its qualities), so neither of the two (—percep-
tion and inference—) is evidence for (the imaginary category
called) Co-inherence.” ¢ It is a tenct that from the agitation
of Nature the conjunction of Naturc and Sounl takes placo,
and thonco rosultys creation. In rogard to that thero is this
objection of the atheists, that, ¢ Nothing whatever possesses
the action called agitation; everything is momentary ; where
it arises—even there it perishes ;—therefore there is no motion
inferrible from conjunction (of anything) with another place,—
(the fruit, for instance, which appecars to reach the ground,
not being that fruit—no longer oxistont—which appeared to
drop from the treo).” To this ho roplics.””]

S N
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Motion is maller of per- Aph. 101.—Motion is not u mattor
ception. of inference, for he who stands near
has direct cognition both of it and of what it belongs to.

[ In Book Second the different opinions merely were men-
tioned, that the Body is formed of five elements, and so forth,
—but no particular ono was scttled.  In regard to this qnes-
tion he denies the view of an opponent.””]
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Aph. 102.—The Body does not
consist of five elements, because many
[heterogeneous things] are unsuitable as the material, [—and
the Sdnkhya opinion is that, whilst there is but one material,
the material of every Body is earth].

7 gefafa faam frafenta fa-
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There is a Subtile as well Aph. 103.—It [the BOdy] 18 nob
as a Gross Body. nccessarily the Gross one, for there

The Body is of earth only.

is also the vehicular [transmigrating or Subtile] one.

[““ Senses, (—the organ of vision, for example,—) distinct
from the eye-balls, have been already mentioned. In order
to demonstrate this point, he refutes the opinion that the
senses reveal what they do not reach to.””]

AR TR GIHET 1 Qo8 ||

_ Conneelion between senss  Apl. 104.—The senses do not reveal
and object. what they do not reach to,—because
of their not reaching, or because [elso] they might reach
everything ; [ for we do not see that lamps, or the like,
reveal what they do not reach to ;—and because, if they were
to reveal what they do not reach to, we should find them
revealing all things,—those walled off, and the like. There-
foro thero is an organ, other than the eyc-ball, for the sake
of connection with the distant sun, &c. :—such is the import.
And the instruments reveal the objects just by delivering the
object to the soul,—for they are themselves unintelligent,—as
a mirror reveals the face ;—or, in other words, their revealing
an object is just their taking up an image of the object.”
“ He repels the conjecture—but then, in that case, the bpinion
(of the Naiydyika) that the sight is luminous is quite right,—
for we see Light alone glide rapidly to a distance in the form
of rays.”]
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The Sight not formed of  Aph. 105.—Not becaunse Light glides
Light. [—and the Sight does so too—] is the
Sight luminous [or formed of Light] because the thing is
accounted for by [the theory of] modifications [to be now
explained. “The Sight is not to be asserted to be luminous
on the ground that light is seen to glide ;—Why ?—because,
just as in the case of the vital air, where there is no luminosity,
the gliding forth can be accounted for through a kind of modi-
fication :—such is the meaning. Tor, as tho vital air, without
having parted from the body, glides out, ever so far, from the
end of the nose, under the modification called breathing, (and
thus smells a distant flower,)—just so the Sight, though a
non-luminous substance, without quitting (connection with)
the body, instantly darts oft' (—liko tho protruded foolor of
a polyp—) to a distant object, such as the sun, by moeans of
the specios of change called moditication.”  “ But what is tho
proof that there is any such modification ? To this he replies”].

AR SRR 1 e

Progf of Ais fleory of Aph. 106.—-]?y the s?ign of the c.ﬁs-
ision, that it ts for play of the attained object, tho [exist-
the plenomena. enco of tho] modification [which conld
alono account for that display] is proved.
[““He shows us the nature of the modification, to account
for the going—though without parting from the Body.””]
t e afv: g |0-
afd e n
Aph. 107.—The ¢modification’ is
another principle than a fragment or.
a quality [of the Sight or other sense], because it is for the
sake of conmection that it glides forth:—[“ the modification
is not a fragment of the Sight, or other scnse,—a part dis-
joined like a spark,—mor a qualify, e. g., Colour,—for this

Of the theory further.
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reason, viz., ‘ bocause it is for the sake of comnection that it
glides forth ;>—but, whilst being a portion thereof, the modifi-
cation is something clso than a fragment or a quality. For if
there were disruption,—connection of the sun, &c., with the
Sight, would not take place,—and if it were a quality, the
motion called ‘gliding forth,’ would be unaccountable ;”’—
for a quality cannot move by itself. “But if thus the ‘modi-
fications’ arc substances, how is tho term € modification’ applied
to tho qualitics of intellect, in the shape of Desire, &c.? To
this he replics”’].
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« Modifications” may be Aph. 108.—It [the term ¢ modilica-
yualilies as well as substances.  i5:0] i3 not confined to substances,
because it is etymological [—not technical,—and applies ety-
mologically to a quality as well. “Since it is also stated in
scripture that the sense-organs are formed of the Elements,
the doubt may occur whether the texts are perhaps to be
applicd distributively according to tho difforonco of particular
worlds. In regard to this he says”].

q m{swmﬁmzﬁﬂﬁw IRTA[

The materials of the or- Aph. 109.—Not though there be a
gans everywhere the same.  difference of locality, is there a differ-
cnce in the material [of which the organs are formed] ; the
rulo 18 ag with tho liko of us: [—* not through difforcuco of
place, as the world of Brahm4 and the like, is it also the fact
that tho organs have any other material than self-conscious-
ness ; but the rule is, that those of all alike are formed of
self-consciousness, as is the case, e. g., with us who live in
this torrestrial world ; for wo hear (in scripture) of only ono
Subtile Body (made up of the organs) transmigrating through
the different localities.”” ¢ But then, at that rate, how is the
text relating to the materiality (of the organs) to be accounted
for ?  To this ho roplies”].

U2
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A non-literal text acoount- Aph. 110.—The mention thereof
ed for. ’ [—of materiality as if belonging to
the organs,—] is because there is [intended to be made there-
by a more emphatic] mention of tho concomitant causo:
[—*that is to say,—there is designation as the material cause,
in the case even where the cause is but concomitant,—with a
view to indicating its importance ; just as fire is (spoken of
as arising) from fuel, (—which fuel is a necessary concomitant
of, though not really the substance of, the fire—); henco aro
they (the organs) spoken of as being formed of the Llements.
For, only in reliance on the support of Light, or other Ele-
ment, are the Organs, the Sight, &c.,—formed from the accom-
panying Self-consciousness,—capable of existing ;—just as fire,
in reliance on an carthly support, rosults from tho attondant
Light” or Heat, which cannot manifest itself alone].

R R
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‘ Aph. 111.—The heat-born, egg-
born, womb-born, vegetable, thought-
born, and spell-born,—such is not an exhaustive division [of
Gross Body,—though a rough and customary one. ‘It was
stated before, that Body has only ono Lilement as its mate-

rial. In this same connection he observes discriminatively as
follows”’].
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Aph. 112.—In all [Bodies] Earth is
the material :—in consideration [how-
ever] of some speciality, there is the naming as this or that
[other element than earth, as entering into the constitution
of some given body,] asin the preceding case [treated under
Aph. 110, “ of the materiality of the Organs’].

Varieties of Gross Bodies.

T%e material of Bodies.
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The vital air not the ma-  Aph. 113.—The vital air is not, [on
terial of the Body. the allegation that it is “ the principal
thing in the Body,” to be considered] the constitutor of the
Body, because it [the vital air, or spirit,] subsists through
the power of the organs, [and “ does not subsist in the
absenco of tho organs :—theroforo, sinco, in a dead Body, in
conscquence of the abscnce of the organs, there is the absence
of tho vital air, tho vital air is not tho constituent of the Body.”
““But then, at that rate, since the vital air is not the cause
of the Body, the Body might come into existence even with-
out tho vital air :—to this he replies”].
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Soul essential to a living Aph. 114.—The site of experience
Body. [viz., the Body] is constructed [only]
through the superintendence of the experiencer [Sonl], other-
wiso should wo find putrcfaction, [—*“ and thus, by the several
operations of circulating the juices, &c., the vital air is a
concomitunt cause of tho Body, through the sustaining of it.”
“ But then, (it may be said) it is only the vital air itself that
can be the superintender, because it is this which operates,—
not the Soul, since ¢ is motionless, and since there is no use

in the superintendency of what does not operate. To this
ho replics™].
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The soul ® acting by other’s Aph. 115.—Through a servant, not
actions.” directly, is superintendence [exer-
cised] by tho master, [—and “in the constituting of the
Body, ¢superintendence,” in the shape of energizing, is not
“directly,’ i. ., immediately, (exercised) ¢ by the master,’ i. e.,
by Soul,—but through its servant, in the shape of the vital
airs ;—just as in the case of a king’s building a city.” “It
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was stated befere (B. II. Aph. 1,) that Nature’s (oxertion) is
for the emancipation of the already free. In reference to the
objection of opponents in regard to this,—viz., ‘How can the
soul be eternally frce when we sco it bound ’—with a view
to demonstrating its etcrnal freedom, ho says’].
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Aph. 116.—In Concentration, pro-
found sleep, and emancipation, it
[Soul] consists of Brahm : [—but *“ then what is the difference
of emancipation from profound sleop and concentration? I'o
this he replies”].

ZAT G A8l 1 QoI

Perfect and  imperfect Aph. 117.—In the case of the two,
emancipation. [ viz, concentration and profound
sleep”] it [“the identity with Brahm’’] is with a seed, [“i. e.,
associated with some cuause of Bondage” or ro-appearanco in
the mundane state] : in the case of the other [“i. e., in eman-
cipation,”] this [cause] is absent, [—¢ this is the distinction.”
¢ But then,—Concentration and profound sleep are evident,—
but what evidence is there of Emancipation ? This objection
of the atheist ho repels”].
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The reality of Emancipa- . Aph. 118.—But there are not the
Lion. two [only, viz., Concentration and
profound sleep,] beeause the triad also [emancipation inclu-
sive] is evident, just as aro the two. [“The meaning is, that
sinco lmancipation also is “evident,” i. 0., is inferriblo, throngh
the example of Concentration and profound sleep, there are
not two, viz., profound sleep and Concentration only,—but
Emancipation also really is. And the argument is thus:—
the quitting of that identity with Brahm which (identity)
exists during profound sleep, &c., takes place only through
the force of the faults, Dosire, &c., lodged in the mind; and

Soul ever free.
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if this fault be annihilated by knowledge, then there results
a permancnt condition, quite similar to profound sleep, &c.,—
and it is just this that is Emancipation.” ¢ But then (—sug-
gests some one, with reference to Aph. 117—), granting that,
even notwithstanding the existence of the ‘seed’ (or source
of return to tho mundane state) called Memory, a mental
modification after tho form of any object does not arise during
concentration, inasmuch as Memory is (then) dulled (or dead-
encd) by apathy, yet in profound sleep sinco Memory provails
there will really be cognition of objects,—consequently it is
not proper to say that there is identity with Brahm during
profound sleep.  To this ho replies.”’]
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Memory inactice during Aph. 119.—There is not the revela-
profound slecp. tion, by mecwmory, of an objcct likewise
during the conjunction of a [more potent] fault [—such as
slecp—] ; tho sccondary cause does not debar the principal :
[—Thus, “as in the case of apathy, so also when there is
the conjunction of the fault of sleep, Memory does not reveal
its own objects,—does not remind us of its objects. For the
¢ secondary,’ the subordinate, Memory, cannot defeat the more
potent fault of Sleep :—such is the meaning. For the really
moro polont fanl makes tho memory poworless,—incompolent
to produco its cffects :”’—and so there is nothing in this to
prevent identification of soul with Bralun during profound sleep
any morc than during apathetic Concentration. ‘It was
stated in the Third Book (Aph. 83), that the rectention of a
Body by him who is emancipated while yct living, is in consc-
quence of a mere vestige of impression. To this it is objected
as follows. Experience is observed, in the case of the (alleged
person) emancipated during life, just as in the case of the
like of us,—(and this ecxperience continuous) even though it
may be constantly in respect of a single object :—now this
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is unaccountable (on the hypothesis of his really being oman-
cipated), because the antecedent impression is annihilated
exactly on its having produaced the first (instant of) experience,
and because no subsequent impression arises, inasmuch as
knowledge debars it,—just as is tho case with Merit. To this
he replies.”]
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o " dph. 120.—A single impression

An objection met—to the
possibility of emancipation in [snf’ﬁces to genera.to n.nd] lasts out the
one yet living. experience ;—but there are not differ-
ent impressions—one to each [instant of] experience,—else
we should have a postulation of many [—where a single one
may suffice. ““In like manner in the case of the whirling of
the potter’s whoel, tho solf-continnant principle, called motal
inortia, is to bo rogarded as only ono,—continuing till tho
completion of the whirling”].
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The Vegetable organism  Aph. 121.—Knowledge of the exter-
really a Body. nal is not indispensablo [to constitute
a Body] ; trees, shrubs, climbers, annuals, trecs with invisible
flowers, grasses, creopers, &c., [ which lave internal con-
sciousness”’] are also sites of experiencer and experience,—
just as in the former case, [ the former case—meaning the
putrescence already mentioned of the Bodies of men, &c.,
which takes place in the absence of the superintendenco of
an experiencer (the living soul).—Just in the same way does
withering, &c., take place in the Bodies of trees, &c. And
to this effect there is scripture’].

FA U RR

Law as well as scriplure Ph 122.—And from the legal n-
is authorily for ihis. stitutes [may the same fact be infer-
red that, vegetables have bodies and are conscious. “ But
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then, from tho fuct of treos, &c., also boing thus conscious,
we should find merit and demerit accruing to them. To this
he replics”].
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Vegetables mnot moral Aph. 123.—Not merely through a
agents. Body is there susceptibility of Morit
and Demerit,—for the scripture tells us the distinction,—
[“because we are told in scripture that the liability results
from the being distinguished by a Brahmanical Body, or the

ke” [animal Body, not vegetable]. And “ showing that the
liability to Merit and Domerit is sololy through tho kind of
Body, ho montious how Body is of three kinds”].
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Body of three principal Aph. 124.—Among the three [—1
kinds. 0., among thoso highest, lowost, and
intermediate,—all living beings,—] there is a threefold distri-
bution,—thoe Body of merit, the Body of experience, and the
Body of both. [ Of these, a Body of merit belongs to the
pre-eminent sages, a Body of experience to Indra and others,
and a Body of both to the royal sages. Here the division is
(not exhaustive, but) into three, because of the pre-eminence
of these,—for otherwise we should have all alike possessed
of a Body of experience’”’—like Indra. ‘“ He mentions also

a fourth Body.”]
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Aph. 125.—Not any one of these
moreover is that of the apathetic, [for
“the Body which belongs to the ascetics is different from all
these three; such as was that of Dattitreya, Jadabharata,

and others’’].

A fourth kind of Body.
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Argument against the evis-  Aph. 126.—FEternity does not [as
tence of a Lord. alleged by those who wish to estab-
lish the existence of a Lord] belong to knowledge, &c., even
in the case of the particular site [—viz., that of the supposed
Lord—], just asis the case with firo, [—*that is to say,—
just as we infer, from the example of ordinary fire, that the
empyrean fire also is not eternal”].
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The argument really ez Aph. 127.—And because the site
abundantid. [—viz., the supposed Lord—] is un-
real, [it matters not, in the present instance, whether know-
ledge, &c., may be eternal or not. “ But then, at that rate,
how can it be even conceivablo that there should arise Omni-
science, &c., adequate to the creation of the universe,—since
we do not behold, in mundane life, such superhuman powoers
(—though we do see some—) arising from penance and the
rest (of the alleged means of acquiring superhuman powers) ?
To this he replies”].
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The height o which asce-  Aph. 128.—The marvellous effects
ticism may elevate. of concentration, just like the effects
of drugs, &c., are not to be gainsaid; [ that is to say,—by
the example of the wonderful virtues of drugs, &c., the super-
human powers also of assuming atomic magnitude, &c., which
result from concentration, and are adapted to the work of

creation, &c., aro established.”

And “lho refutes him who
asserts that Thought belongs to the Elements,—since this is

hostile to the istablishment of the existence of Soul’’].
A= yEwEe: gieds 1 giea-
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Argument against Mate-  Aph. 129.—Thought does not be-
rialism. long to the FElements, for it is not
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found in them separately, nor moreover in the state of com- -
bination,—nor moreover in the state of combination: [—
““Thought does not exist in the five Elements even when in
the state of combination, because we do not find Thought in
them severally at the time of disjunction,”—and there can be
nothing in the product which does not pre-exist in the cause].

ANANAANANNANANAANANAANA
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BOOK VI.

[“ HaviNa explained in four Books all the matter of the
Institute, and having thoroughly established it by refuting the
opinions of opponents in the Fifth Book, now in a Sixth
Book he recapitulates the same matter which is the essence
of the Institute, while condensing it. For, by making further
what is called a systematic exposition, the learners acquire an
undoubting, accurate, and more solid knowledge. Therefore
reiteration is not hore to bo imputod as a fault, boeanso tho
method is that of fixing a stake (by ropeatod blows) ; and
becauso argnmonts, &c., not provionsly stated, are adduced.”]
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Aph. 1.—Soul is,—for there is no
proof that it is not, [—* since we are
aware of this that ‘I think,’ (‘cogito ergo sum’)—because
there is no evidence to defeat this. Therefore all that is to
bo dono is to diseriminate it”” from things in goneral].

*uifeaffagt e iy 1
Aph. 2.—This [soul] is different

from the Body, &c., because of hetero-
geneousness [or complete difference between the two].

WY IR 1 g I

The usage of language is Aph. 3.—Also because it [the Soul]
eviderce for this. is expressed by means of the sixth [or

possessive] case, [—*for the learned express it by the posses-
sive case in such examples as ‘This my body,” ¢ This my
understanding ;’>—for the possessive case would be unaccount-
able if there were absolute non-difference’” [between the Body,

The existence of Soul.

Soul is not Body, &o.
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or the like, and the Soul to which it is thus attributed as a
possession. ““But then,—suppose that this also is like the
expression ‘ The Soul’s Thought’ (—Soul and Thought being
identical—), ¢ Réhu’s head’ (—the trunkless Réhu being all
head), ¢ The statue’s body,” &c. o this he replies’].
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Aph. 4.—14 is not us in tho case of
the statuc, because [“when we say
‘the statue’s body,” there is a mere fiction,”” for] there is
there a contradiction to the evidence which acquaints us with
tho thing, [—senso being tho evidence that there is here no
body other than tho statuo— ; ““ but in such an expression as
¢ My Body,’ thero is no contradiction of the evidence, for the
contradiction is only in supposing the Body to be the Soul’’].
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Soul's aim how accom- Aph. 5.—Through the entire sur-
plished. cease of pain, there is done what was
to bo dono ;—[and if you say, “ But then, since therois an
oquality of gain and loss, inasmnch as, through the rcmoval
of Pain there is cessation of DPleasure also, that cannot be
Soul’s aim :’—to this he replies].

N
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Dleasure no compensalion Aph. 6.—Not such foundness for
Jor Lain. pleasure is there to Soul as thero is
annoyance from Pain, [“and so the aversion to Pain, having
excluded also the fondness for Pleasuro, gives rise to a desire

An objeclion disposed of.

for the cessation of Pain simply ;—so that there is not an
equality of gain and loss,” but a clear gain in the desired

release].
T Fsfag@Fnon

Pleasure sparingly dis- Aph. 7.—[“ And pain is multifari-
pensed. ous in comparison of pleasure], for
[only] some one somewhere is happy, [—‘‘ among innumerable
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grasses, trees, brutes, birds, men, &c., very fow,—a man,
a god, or the like,—are happy’’].
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Aph. 8.—It [Pleasure] also is varie-
gated by Pain; therefore the discri-

minating cast it into the scale of [and reckon it as so much]
Pain.
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 Cessation of euffering is Aph. 9.—If you say that this [ces-
799 sation of Pain] is not Soul’s aim, in-
asmuch as there is no acquisition of Pleasure, then it is not
as you say,—for there are two kinds [of things desired. * For
we see amongst men quite a distinct aspiration (—the first—)
‘May I bo happy,’—(tho sccond—) ‘May T not be misor-
able,” ”—and the latter is our conception of beatitude].
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Aph. 10.—The Soul [—some one
may suggost—] has no quality, for

¢ Surgit amari aliquid.’

A doubt.

there is scripture for its being unaccompanied, [and  there-
foro tho cossation of Pain (a proporty which docs not belong
to it) cannot be Soul’s aim.” “ He clears up the doubt”’].

wyRas afafadE@amm 1 e

Aph. 11.—Though it [the Pain] be
tho property of something else, yet
it exists in it [the Soul] through non-discrimination, [—for
“though the qualities, pleasure, pain, &c., belong [only] to
the Mind, they exist,—i. e., they abide in the shape of a reflec-
tion,—in it, viz., in Soul ;—through ¢ non-discrimination’ as
the cause,—that is to say, through the conjunction of .Naturoe
with Soul. And this has been expounded in the First Book.”
Well, ¢ the binding of Soul by the qualities (or fetters) arises

This cleared up.



Non-discrimination from eternity. 159

from non-discrimination, but from what does non-discrimi-
nation arise ! With reference to this he says’].
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) Aph. 12.—Non-discrimination [of
mﬁ?:al,:):‘ °Z'u'§hia:3"m Soul from Nature] is beginning-less,
Srom eternity. because otherwise two objections would
present themselves, [— for, had it a beginning, then it [1°]
it arose quite spontaneously, bondage might befal even the
liberated ; and if [2°] it were produced by Desert, &c., there
would be a regressus in infinitum, inasmuch as we should have
to scarch for anothor (provious instance of) non-discrimination
to stand as tho cause of that Desert, &c., also.” “ But then,
if it be without beginning, it must be endless;—to this he
replies’].
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o Aph. 18.—It [non-discrimination]
Non-discrimination, thouqgh

Jrom elernily, may be cut cannot be everlasting [in the same
short. manner] as the soul is, else it could
not be cut short [—as we affirm that it can be. ““Itis not
everlasting, indivisible, and beginning-less, in the same way
as the soul is; but it is beginning-less in the shape of an
on-flow (which may be stopped) ;—for otherwise the cutting
short of a beginning-less entity would be unfeasible,” —though
tho beginning-less antecedeut non-cntity of a given jar may
be readily understood to terminate on the production of the
jor].
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Aph. 14.—It [Bondage] is annihi-
lable by the appropriate cause [discri-
mination of Soul from Nature], just as is darkness [annihilable
by the appropriate cause, viz., Light].

Bondage how destructible.
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Phie exforvad, Aph. 15.—Here also [—viz., in the
case of Bondage and Discrimination,
as in the case of Darkness and Light—] there is adaptation,
[as is proved] both by positive and negative consociation—
[Liberation taking place where Discrimination is, and not

where not].
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Aph. 16.—Since it cannot be [ac-
counted for in] any other way, it is non-
discrimination alone that is [the cause of] Bondage, [ which
cannot be innate.”” ¢ But then, since liberation also, from its
being a product, is liable to destruction ; Bondage should take
place ovor again :—to this ho roplios”].

©
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Aph. 17.—Further, Bondage does

not again attach to the liberated, be-
cause there is scripture for its non-recurrence.
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Aph. 18.—Else it [liberation] wonld

Bondage not innate.

Bondage does not recur.

Tooudence of this. not bo Soul’s aim [—which it is].
~ N
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Force of the evidence. Aph. 19.—What happened to both

would be alike, [if liberation were
perishable. “ That is to say,—there would bo no difference
between the two, tho liberated and the bound, because of their
being alike liable to future bondage ; and therefore such (per-
ishable emancipation) is not Soul’s aim,””—but emancipation
final and complete. ““ But then, at that rate, if you acknow-
ledge that there is a distinction between the bond and the
free, how is it that you have asserted (B. I., Aph. 19) the
eternal freedom (of all souls alike?) To this he replies”].
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Aph. 20.—Liberation is nothing
other than the removal of the obstacle
[to the soul’s recognition of itself as free. ‘ But then, at
that rate, since Bondage and Liberation are unreal, Liberation
must be contradictory to the texts, &c., which set forth what
is Soul’s aimn” as soweo positive and real acquisition, not merely

T'e nature of liberalion.

a removal of a screen. Ho replies].

AT 11 ] 1
Aph. 21.—Even in that case there
is no countradiction, [—for “cven if
Liberation consist [only] in the removal of an obstacle, thero
is no contradiction in its being Soul’s aim.” ¢ But, if Libera-
tion be merely the removal of an obstacle, then it should be
accomplished throngh mere hearing (of the error which stands
in the way),—just as a gold coin on the neck, (which we have
sought for in vain whilo it was) withheld from us by iguorance
(of tho fuct that it has been tied round our neck with a
string), is attained (on our being told where it is) :—to this
e replies”].
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Aph. 22.—This [attainment of Li-
beration on the mere hearing of the
truth] is no nccessity, for there are three sorts of those com-
petent [to apprehend the truth,—but not all are qualified to
appropriato it on mercly hearing it. ‘Not hearing alono is
seen to be the canse of knowledge, but there are others also”
—as he procceds to show].

FRATE AR 11 §3 I

Utilily of olher means be- Aph. 23.—Of others [—other means
sides hearing.

An ohjection repelicd.

Another objection repelled.

besides hearing—] for the sako of re-
inforcement, [there is need,—as he goes on to show]. .
¢
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Formality in postures not ~ APh. 24.—There is no [absolute]
imperalice. necessity that what is steady and [pro-
moting] ease, should be a [ particular] posture [—such as any
of those referred to at B. 1II., Aph. 34 ;—i. e., * there is no
necessity that a ¢ posture’ should be the  lotus-posture,” or the
like,—because whatever is steady and (promotes) ease, is a
(suitable) ¢ posture’’’]. !
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The efficient means of Con- Aph. 25.—Mind without an object’
centration, is Meditation, [—‘that is to say,—
what Internal Organ is void of all modification, that is ¢ Medi-
tation,”’—i. e., Concentration, in the shape of exclusion of the
modifications of Intellect ;—for it will bo declared how Medi-
tation effects this’’ exclusion of the modifications of intellect,—
and the means licre assume the name of the vesult. ¢ But
then, since Soul is alike whether there be Concentration or
non-concentration, what have we to do with Concentration ?
Having pondered this doubt, he clears it up”’].
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The distinction not with- Aph. 26.—If you say that even both
out a différence. ways thero is no differenco, it is not
80 ;—there is a difference through the exclusion [in the one
case] of tho tinge [of reflected pain which exists in the other
case. ‘“But how can there exist a #nge in that which is
unassociated” with anything whatover, as Soul is alloged to
be? 'I'o this he replies].
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Soul tinged by what does  APh. 27.—Though it [Soul] be un-
not belong to it. associated, still there is a tingeing
[reflectionally] through non-discrimination, [for,—**though
there is not a real tinge in that which is unassociated (with
tincture or anything else), still there is as it were & tinge ;
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hence the tinge is treated as simply a reflection by those who
discriminate the tinge” from the Soul which it delusively
seems to belong to].
ST EHARE AT faeafemr: 1 xe
Tis scoming presence ex- Aph, 28.—As is the case with the
plained. Hibiscus and the crystal [B. I., 19],
thero is not a tinge, but a fancy [that thero is such].
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Aph. 29.—[Aud as for the afore-
said tinge] it is debarred by Medita-
tion, Restraint, Practico, Apathy, &e.
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The ancient dogma on this Aph. 30.—It is by the exclusion of
point. dissolution and distraction,—say the
teachers, [—‘“ that is to say,—through the removal, by means
of Meditation, &c., of the Mind’s condition of (being dissolved
in) Sleep, and condition of (waking) Certainty, &c., there
takes placo also the oxclusion of the tingoing of Soul by tho
condition ;—because, on the exclusion of any (real) object,
therc is the exclusion also of its reflection ;j—so say the ancient
teachers’].
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Neditation may take place Aph. 31.—There is no rule about
anywiere. localities, for it is fromn the tranquillity
of the Mind [that Meditation, or the like, results; ‘ there-
fore such a place as a cave is not indispensable for it.” ¢ The
discussion of Liberation is completed. Now, with an eye to
the unchangeableness of Soul, he discusses the cause of the
world”].
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Nalure the material of the- Aph 32.—Nature is the Pl‘imal mna-
world. terial, for there is scripture [to the
cffeet] that the others [“ Mind, &e.,””] are products.
v 2

How to be got rid of.
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Soul not the material of Ap’l. 83.—Not to Soul does this
the world. belong, [viz., to be the material of the
world], though it be eternal,—becanso of its want of suitablo-
ness,—[for—** suitableness to act as material implies the pos-
session of qualities, and the being associable :—and by roason
- of the absence of both of these, Soul, though eternal (—and
therefore no product—) cannot serve as material.” “ But
then, since, from such texts as ¢ Many creatures have been
produced from Soul,’ we may gather the fact that Soulis a
cause, the assertions of an illusory creation, &c., ought not
to be accepted :—having pondered this, he replies™].

FRARTTS FHRUTERREH: 11 38 |

The opposite view unscrip- Aphp 34.—The illogical outcasto
tural. " does not gain [a correct apprehension
of] Soul, because of the contradictoriness [of his notions] to
scripture, [—for—‘ the various views, in regard to Soul’s
being a cause, which are conceivable, are all opposed to scrip-
ture; therefore the base illogical holders of these have no
knowledgo of the natnre of Soul. Ilence it is to bo under-
stood that those also (—e. g., the Naiyfiyikas—) who nasscrt
‘that the Soul is the snbstance of the qualities Pleasure, Pain,
&c., are quite illogical,—these also have no correct knowledge
of Soul. And if it be asserted that Soul is a cause (of the
world) just as the sky is the recipient cause of the clouds, &c.,
(—and towards which it stands in the relation of a canse in
so far as without the room afforded by it these could not
exist—s, then we do not object to that,—for, what we deny
is only that there is transformation” of Soul, as material, into
the world, as product. But, *since we see, that, in the case
of things motionless, locomotive, &c., the (material) cause is
nothing else than earth, &c., how can Nature be the material
of all? To this he replies”].
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Nature the ultimate mate- Aph. 35.—Though but mediately
rial came. [the cause of products],} Nature is
inferred [as the ultimate canse of the intermediate causes],
Jjust as are Atoms [by the Vais'eshikas].

¢_C
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Aph. 86.—It [Nature] is all-per-
vading, because its products are seen
everywhere. [“ But then, only if it be limited, can it be said
that ¢ Wherever & product ariscs, thero does it (Naturo) go
(or act) ;”—for what is unlimited, and fills all space, can find
no othor spaco to move into,—* to this he replies.”’]

TR SETRARTCTATEIRUEA || {9 |

Aph. 37.—Though motion may at-
tach to it, this does not destroy its
chavacter as ultimate causo,—just as is tho case with tho
Atoms—[“ the earthy and other Atoms, according to the
opinion of the Vais'eshikas’].

e AU A e 155 1)

Fature the proper sxbati- Aph. 38.—Nature is something in
tute for eight of the substan- addition to the familiarly known [nine
ces i the Nydya Ust. Substances of the Naiydyikas] :—it is
no matter of necessity [that there should be precisely nine :
““and the argument here is the scriptural declaration that eight
(of the pretended primitive substances) are products”—].
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Nature consists of the three Aph. 39.—Pl]l‘ity, and the others,
Qualities. are not the properties of it, [viz., Na-
ture],—Dbecause they are its esscnce, * because they are what
constilute Nature’’].

Nature all-pervading,

An objection parried.
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Aph. 40.—Nature, though it does
not enjoy [the results of its own ener-
gizing], creates for the sake of Soul,—like a cart’s carrying
saffron [for the use of its master. See B. III., 58].

A Al 1l 8 1
Nature treats each accord-  Aph. 41.—The diversity of creation
ing to his deserts. is in consequence of the diversity of
Desert. [ But then,—granting that creation is due to Nature,
yet whence is destruction >—for a contrary couple of results
cannot belong to one and the same cause. T'o this he replies.””]
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Contrary resulls from Na- Aph. 42.—The two results are
ture how. through equipoise and the reverse of
equipoise ;—[for “ Nature is the triad of Qualities, Purity,
&c. ; and their ‘reverse of equipoise’ is their aggregation in
excess or defect ; the absence of this (‘reverse of equipoise’)
is ‘ equipoise ;’—through these two causes two opposite results,
in the shape of creation and destruction, arise from one and
the same.”” ¢ But thon, sinco it is Nature’s nature to creato,
there should be the mundane state even after the (discrimi-
native) knowledge (which is alleged to put an end to it). To
this he replies”].

g =ft: wa Swae ) 83 )

Nature's energy does not Aph. 43.—Since [—or when—] the
debar emancipation. emancipated has understood [that he
never was really otherwise], Nature does not create,—just as
in the world [a minister does not toil when the king’s purpose
has been accomplished. “ But thon, Nature nevor rests from
creating, for we see the mundane condition of the ignorant ;—
and so, since Nature goes on creating, to the emancipated
also Bondage way come again :—to this he replies”].

Nature's disinterestedness.
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Aph. 44.—Even though it [Nature]
No reason why Nature . . . .

should inocade the emanci- may invade others [with its creative
pated. influences], the emancipated experi-
ences not, in consequence of the absence of a concurrent cause
[—e. g., non-discrimination,—in the absence of which there
is no reason why the emancipated should be subjected to
Nature’s invasion. ‘“ But then,—this arrangement could be
possible then only if there were a multiplicity of souls; but
that is quite excluded by the text of the non-duality of Soul:
—having poundered this doubt, he says”].

qEEASE A [ 8y 1
Multeity of Soul proved Aph. 45.—The multeity of Soul is
Jrom the Veda. proved by the distribution [announced
by the Veda itself “in such texts as ¢ whoso understand this—
theso aro immortal, while othors experience only sorrow.’”
“ But then,—tho distribution of Bondage and Liboration may

be through the difference of adjunct :—to this he replies”].
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Unily excluded by the sup- Aph. 46.—If [you acknowledge] an
position of Soul's. adjunct [of Soul], then, on ifs being
cstablished, there is duality, [—upsetting tho dogma founded
on in Aph. 44. ‘ But then,—the adjuncts, moreover, consist
of ‘Ignorance’ (—which, according to the Vedénta, is no
reality—), so that by these there is no detriment to (the
Vedantic dogma of) non-duality :—with reference to this doubt
he says”].

TRIRAIT a8 1l

The Teddnta cannot evade  Aph. 47.—liven by the two the
non-duality. authority is contradicted,—[*“ even by
acknowledging the two, viz., Soul and Ignorance, a contra-
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diction is constituted to the text (which is alleged as) the
authority for non-duality”’].
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The extablisbment of fho Aph. 48.—The primi facie viey [of
Vedinta tenet implies a con- the Veddnta] is not [to be allowed
tradiction. ) any force as an objection], because by
[admitting] two [—viz., Soul and Tgnorance—], thoro is no
opposition [to our own dualistic theory of Soul and Nature] ;
and the subsequent [dogma—that one single Soul is the only
reality—is not to be allowed], because of the non-existence of
a proof,”’] which proof, if it did exist, would, along with Soul,
constitute a duality.]
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. Belf-manifestation contra- Aph. 49""‘[And] in its [So‘ﬂ’s]
dictory. being demonstrated by the light [of
itself as you Vedantins say it is], there is the [unreconciled]
opposition of patient and agent [in one, which is a contra-
diction. ‘“But then, there is no contradiction here between
" patient and agent, because it (the Soul), through the property
of light which is lodged in it, can itself furnish the relation
to itself,—just as the Vais'eshikas declare, that, through the
intelligence lodged in it, it is itself an olject to itself :—to
this he replies”].

- e S WA R 0y

Iiluminating function of Aph. 50.—This (Soul), in the shape
Soul. of Thought, discrepant from the non-
intelligent, reveals the non-intelligent [which is discrepant
from Soul. “ But then, at this rate, if duality be established
in accordance with proofs, &c., what becomes of the text
declaring non-duality ?—to this he replies”].
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Aph. 51.—Thoro is no contradiction
to scripture [in our view], because
that [text of scripture which seems to assert absolute non-
duality] is [intended] to produce apathy in those who have
desires, [—and who would be the better for believing in “ the
nothingness of the things of timo™].

S EEAEERCUSTAETETHRHIER |1 Y I

The world's reality irve- Aph. 52.—The world is real, be-
Jragable. cause it results from an unobjection-
ablo causo, and becauso thore is [in Scripture] no dobarrer
[of this view of the matter. “ We see, in the world, that
uo reality belongs to dream-objects, or to the (fancied) yollow-
ness of (invariably white) conch-shells, and the like,—inas-
much as these are results of the internal organ, &c., when (not
normal, but) injured by (i. e., under the injurious influence
of) Sleep, &c.:—and this is not (the state of things) in the
(waking) Universe in which Mind is tho first” according to
B. 1,71. And “he declares that the Universe is real, not
merely in its existent state (at any given instant), but also
always”].

TRCTCEHNAA q5afw: 193 |

Aph. 53.—Since it cannot be in
any othor way, manifestation [of what-
ever is manifested] is of what is real—[i. e., of what previously
existed ; for,—*since, through the aforesaid reasons, it is
impossible that the unreal should come into existence, what
docs come into cxislenco, or is manifested, is what really
oxisted (proviously) iua sublile form.” And “though it is
declared that the being the agent and the being the experi-
encer belong to diverso subjects, he justifies the distribution
(of agency to Self-consciousness, and of expericnce to Soul),
by two aphorisms”—as follows].

%

A salvo for the Vedic view.

Crealion excluded.
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Aph. 54.—Self-consciousness, not
Soul, is the agent.

o
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Experience is got vid of  Aph. 55.—Experience surceases at
when. [discrimination of] Soul [as being
quite distinct from Nature], sinco it arises from its [Soul’s]
Desert, [—which is not really Soul’s, but which, while non-
discrimination lasts, is made over to Soul, just as the fruits
of the acts of a king’s ministers are made over to the king.
And, “he shows the reason for what was stated before, that
surcease of action does not result from goings to the world
of Brahmé,”—as follows].

sRaasenafaffrasEE 1y

Daradise no  seourity Aph. 56.—Bven in the world of the
gainat transmigrati moon, &c., thero is return [to mun-
dane existence], because of there really being a cause [of such

The real agent who.

return,—* snch a cause, viz., as Non-discrimination, Desert,
&c. But if you say, ““through the counsels of tho persons
dwelling in these various (super-mundanc) worlds, thero ought
to bo no return (to mundano existonco) : to this ho replies”].

¢
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Aph. 57.—Not by the counsel of
[supra-mundane] people is there offec-
" tuation [of emancipation], just as in the former case, [—the
caso, viz., of counsol given by mundanc instructors. “But
at this rate, what becomes of the text that there is no return
~ from the world of Brahm4 ?—to this he replies”].
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A salvo for a coriptural Aph. 58.—Thero is scripture [de-

fest. claratory] of Emancipation [on going
to the world of Brahmé4], this [emancipation] being offected

T'his point enforced.
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[more readily in that world than in this, but only] by the
intermediacy [of the appropriate means. And “ he justifies
the text of Soul’s going (to the locality where it is to experi-
ence), even though it be all-filling,” and can therefore have
no place mto which to move].
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Aph. 59.—And, in accordance with
the text of its “ going,” though it
[Soul] is all-pervading, yet, through time, it reaches its place
of expericnce [—or body—], through conjunction with an
adjunct,—as in the case of Space; [for, “as Space, though
it ig all-pervading, is spoken of as mnoving to some particular
place in consequence of its conjunction with an adjunct such
n jar,”—when we say “the space occupied by the jar is
moved to the place to which the jar is carried,”—so is it
here. And “he expounds, in two aphorisms, the statement
that tho sito of exporicnes (the body) is formed through the
superintendence of the experiencer (Soul) ”’—as follows].

Hafygaw yAwEanEsTS af@l g
The Body's existence de- Aph. 60.—This [constitution of a
pendent on Soul. body] is not accomplished in the case
of what is [organic matter] not snperintended [by Soul],
beeause wo find putrefaction [in organic matter where Soul

Another.

is absent].
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Desert not the maker of  Aph. 61.—If you say that [inde-
the Body. peudently of any superintendence] it
is throngh Desert [that a Body is formed, it is not so,] since
what is nnconnected [with the matter to be operated npon]
is incompetent thereto,—as is tho case with [unapplied] water,

z 2
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&c., in respect of a plant. [ That is to say,—because it is
impossible that Desert, which is not directly conjoined with
the semen and other (elements of the Body), should operate
through Soul in the construction of the Body, &c.,—just as it
is for water, &c., unconnccted with the seed, to operate through
the husbandman, in the production of a plant.” ¢ According
to the theory of the Vais’eshikas and others, it is settled that
Soul is the superintendent (in the construction of the Body)
in virtue of its being conjoined with Desert ;—but he tells us,
that, in his own doctrine, since Desert, &c., are not pro-
perties of Soul, the Soul cannot through these be the cause”
of the Body].

&~
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Aph. 62.—TFor this is impossiblo
[—that the Soul should, through its
Deserts, §c., bo tho cause of Body], becaunso it has no qualitics,
—for these [viz., Desert, &c.,] are properties of Self-con-
sciousness [—not of Soul. “ And so, in our opinion, it is settled
that the Soul superintends (in the causing of the body) quite
directly, by conjunction simply, without reference to anything
intermediate.” ¢ But, if Soul be all-pervading, then the limit-
edness of the living soul, which is set forth in scripture, is
not a fact. To ropel this doubt, ho says”].

fafireR SNaeEw=T=afa e 1 €3 |

Soul how limited and un- Aph. 63.—The nature of a living
limited. soul belongs to that which is qualified,
[—not to Soul devoid of qualitios,—as is proved] by direct
and indirect arguments, [—for, “to be a living soul means
the being possessed of the vital airs,—and this is the char-
acter of the soul distinguished by personality, not of pure
Soul,” which is unlimited. ¢ Desiring now to set forth the
difference between the products of Mind (or the Great Prin-
ciple) and of Self-consciousness, he first states the products
of Self-consciousness’].

Reason for this.



The real agent. 173

>~
TEERHT N FR TR T
WA |1 €8 1
Aph. 64.—The effectuation of works
is dependent on the agent Self-con-
sciousness, not dependent on a Lord [such as is feigned by
tho Vais'cshikas], becaunso thero is no proof [of tho reality
of such. And “Dby this aphorism is set forth,—as is also
cstablished by scripturo and the legal institutos,—the creativo
and the destructive agency of Brahmi and Rudra (respec-
tively), due to their adjunct, Self-consciousness” or personality.
“ But then, grant that Solf-consciousness is the maker of tho

others,—still who is. the maker of Self-consciousncss ?—to
this he replies”’].

TR T 1

Aph. 65.—It is the same as in the
arising of Desert,—[‘just as at the
creations, &c., tho manilestation of Dosort, which scts Naturo
energizing, results solely from the particular #ime,—since, if
we wero to suppose other Desort as the instigator of this, we
should have an infinite regress,—just so Self-consciousness
arises from the {ime alone as the cause, but there is not
another maker thereof also ;—thus are the two cases alike’].
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Ortiodos recognition. of Aph. 66.—The rest is from Mind
Bralmi Siva and Vishnu [the Great Principle. That is to say
put forward. —““ what is other than the products
of Sclf-consciousnoss [or personality], viz., Creation, &c., that, .
viz., Preservation, &c., results from the Great Principle, be-
cause it,—that is to say,—inasmuch as it consists of pure
Goodness, having no Conceit, Passion, &c., is moved solely
by benevolence towards others. And by this aphorism is
declared the character as Preserver, of Vishnu, duc to the

The real agent what.

The real agent whence.
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Great Principle as adjunct” of the soul which, without adjunct,
would neither create, preserve, nor destroy. Sce Aph. G4.
“It has been stated before that the rolation of Naturo and
Soul as the experienced and tho exporioncor is cansed by Non-
discrimination (of the one from the other). Here—what is
Non-discrimination itself caused by ? With reference to this
doubt he states that all philosophers in common reject the
objection that we should have an infinite regress on the
supposition of a stream of Non-discrimination, because this
(vegress) is valid,”’—an infinite regress, which is in conformity
with the truth, being no sound cause of objection].
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4 theory whish may bo ao- Aph. 67.—The rolation of possossed
quiesced in without detriment 80d possessor also, if attributed [as it
o the argument. is by some] to Dosert, in tho caso of
Nature [and Soul], is beginning-less, as is the relation of seed
and plant, [which takes the shape of an infinite regress of

alternants).
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Aph. 68.—Or [the casc is the aame
4 second. . . o e
ono of a valid infinito rogress,] il it
[the relation between Nature and Soul] be attributed to Non-
discrimination [of soul from Nature], as the Panchasikha

[holds].
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Apl. 69.—[The case is the same]
if, as Sanandandchéirya does, we attri-
bute it [the relation between Nature and Soul] to the Subtile
Body, [which, in the shape of its elemental causes, attends
Soul even during tho periodical amuibilations of the world.
And in conclusion “ he sums up the import of the declarations
of the Institute”].

A third.
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Aph. 70.—Be that the one way or
the other, the cutting short thereof
[—viz., of the relation between Nature and Soul—] is Soul’s
aim,—tho cutling short thereof is Soul’s aim,

T'he summing up.
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